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ABSTRACT 
The purpose of this study is to empirically assess how institutional field and internal 
organizational process factors determine sustainability reporting based on new institutional 
theory and legitimacy theory. This study employed longitudinal and survey research design to 
actualize its objectives. Primary data was collected using questionnaire administered to 
companies to decipher the importance and performance of factors that determine 
sustainability reporting in Nigeria. Fifty four (54) corporate actors responded to the survey. 
Secondary data from annual reports, sustainability reports of companies and organizations 
were also used to actualize the research objectives in this study. Panel data regression 
techniques namely Fixed Effects estimation and Random Effects estimation in addition to 
Pooled Ordinary Least Squares regression was carried out on the secondary data collected 
from corporate reports. Based on the Hausman specification tests, the fixed effects model was 
more appropriate. The empirical results based on 2010 to 2014 data on sustainability 
reporting, institutional field factors and reporting process factors lend some support to the 
new institutional theory and legitimacy theory. The data analyses also showed that there was a 
statistical significant variation in sustainability reporting from year 2010 to 2014 in the 
sample companies. The study further revealed that the companies were influenced by the 
disclosure guidelines of the Nigerian Stock Exchange regulator (SEC), banking sector 
regulator introduced in 2011 and 2012 respectively. Results of the Fixed Effects model 
showed that Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) code of corporate governance, 
Central Bank of Nigeria Sustainability Banking Principles, accounting firm affiliation and 
sustainability reporting. Also, stakeholder engagement had a significant positive relationship 
with sustainability reporting. From these findings, it can be concluded that stakeholder 
engagement is crucial for sustainability reporting. The implication of these findings is that 
companies should take their sustainability reporting through assurance in order to improve the 
reporting content. This has the potential of improving sustainability reporting, as well as 
adding value to the sustainability principles put in place by regulators. Companies should be 
monitored by regulators to ensure that disclosure requirements of the code of corporate 
governance and sustainable banking guidelines are properly implemented. Small and medium 
sized accounting firms should be equipped with relevant information on sustainability 
reporting to enable them offer advisory services to companies.  
 
Key Words: Assurance; Accounting Firm; External Governance Bodies; Regulator;  
                      Stakeholder Engagement; Sustainability Reporting. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 Background to the Study 
The failures of companies such as Enron and Parmalat, among others have prompted 
questions about the adequacy of traditional financial reports in assessing corporate 
performance (Calitz et al., 2015). These unpleasant incidences are st irring demands 
from different governments, stock market regulators, media and academia, for 
increased corporate transparency and disclosure in order to assess performance in 
diverse areas that are potential sources of risk. Transparency and disclosure practices 
of companies are major determinants for successful corporate governance. 
According to Kocmanova et al. (2011), the practice of transparency and disclosure 
in companies highlight the importance of corporate governance in contributing to 
both corporate prosperity, and responsibility. However, Popa et al. (2009) note that 
corporate transparency and disclosures are more useful when sustainability reporting 
is incorporated along side. Sustainability reporting provides information that 
increases corporate transparency and accountability in economic, environmental, 
social and governance terms; it provides information not entirely captured in 
corporate financial statements such as statement of financial position, statement of 
comprehensive income and statement of cash flows. 
 
Internationally, a study by an accounting firm - Klynveld Peat Marwick Goerdeler 
(2015) shows growing interest in corporate transparency, particularly with respect to 
sustainability reporting and disclosure. According to Gould (2011), sustainability 
reporting is necessary to equip stakeholders with information of an organization’s 
performance in tangible aspects. In 2011, the International Federation of 
Accountants (IFAC) developed a sustainability framework, enabling business 
organizations to incorporate sustainability issues in their business approach, process 
and reporting practices. The reporting aspect of IFAC’s sustainability framework 
involves providing audit and assurance on sustainability performance to enhance the 
credibility of sustainability reports, incorporating sustainability impacts in financial 
statements, and employing narrative reporting to capture sustainability information 
not included in financial statements.  
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In foreign contexts as United Kingdom, United States, and Australia, companies 
were found to engage in sustainability reporting (Klynveld Peat Marwick Goerdeler, 
2011; Klynveld Peat Marwick Goerdeler, 2015). Also, Klynveld Peat Marwick 
Goerdeler (2011) and Klynveld Peat Marwick Goerdeler (2015) show that South 
African companies are taking the lead in the practice of sustainability reporting in 
the African continent; although, companies in Nigeria are also implementing this 
practice. However, because business organizations operate within different 
economic, environmental, social and government contexts, it is important to account 
for specific factors which influence the sustainability reporting for each company. A 
number of studies (Adams, 2002; Frost et al., 2005; Guthrie and Farneti, 2008; 
Kolk, 2008; Larrinaga-Gonzalez and Perez-Chamorro, 2008; Wild, 2008; Adams 
and Whelan, 2009; Bebbington et al.; 2009; Farneti and Guthrie, 2009; Dilling, 
2010; Bennett et al., 2011; Farneti and Rammal, 2013; Gherardi et al., 2014; Peters 
and Romi, 2015; Thoradeniya et al., 2015) have been undertaken with respect to 
corporate sustainability reporting and disclosures in countries other than Nigeria.   
 
Adams (2002) notes many factors that could influence social reporting of corporate 
organizations. These factors stem from internal and external organizational 
environment. In examining factors, which influence social reporting of corporate 
organizations, a study done by Frost et al. (2005) examine sustainability reporting of 
businesses trading on Australian Stock Exchange (ASX). Likewise, Guthrie and 
Farneti (2008) assess Australian public organizations’ compliance with Global 
Reporting Initiative (GRI) guidelines on sustainability reporting. Other studies 
include Kolk (2008), where the sustainability reporting practices of multinational 
organizations are examined, and Larrinaga-Gonzalez and Perez-Chamorro (2008), 
where it is argued that sustainability reporting practices of corporate businesses 
should take cognizance of their organizational structure. In the same vein, Adams 
and Whelan (2009) note that business organizations will engage in sustainability 
reporting when stakeholders create cognitive dissonance.  
 
Further on factors which influence sustainability reporting, Bebbington et al. (2009) 
explore the influence of regulations, normative and cognitive pressures on 
organizations’ initiation of sustainability reporting. Farneti and Guthrie (2009) 
explore reasons for sustainability reporting by government organizations; Dilling 
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(2010) investigates common features of organizations which employ GRI guidelines 
for preparing the sustainability reports of their companies.  Other studies such as that 
of Bennett et al. (2011) examine the extent of corporate sustainability reporting in 
the United Kingdom. Also, Farneti and Rammal (2013) examine the motives for 
sustainability reporting in the Italian Public Sector; and Thoradeniya et al. (2015) 
find empirical evidence that corporate actors often respond to forces within business 
organizations to create change that spur sustainability reporting.  
 
In Nigeria, there are studies on environmental reporting, which convey information 
on environmental performance. Studies such as Owolabi (2001), Owolabi (2009) 
and Uwuigbe (2011) focus on environmental reporting in Nigeria. Environmental 
reporting is an earlier form of corporate reporting, which focuses on environmental 
policies, performance and management approaches to environmental protection, and 
environmental liabilities. Although, the need for sustainability reporting is becoming 
prominent in the corporate world, its history is incomplete without acknowledging 
the role of environmental reporting in creating awareness for corporate 
sustainability. Sustainability reporting on its part gives more detailed information 
about performance in the following areas amongst which are economic, 
environmental and social, governance, company policies and management 
approaches which influence sustainability performance. The difference between 
environmental reporting and sustainability reporting lies in their history and 
composition of the respective reports.   
 
Sustainability reporting, therefore, contrasts environmental reporting which focuses 
on environmental performance in areas such as climate change, waste, water usage, 
environmental protection costs, environmental liabilities and greenhouse gas 
emissions (Beck et al., 2010). Sustainability reporting is also related to the Triple 
Bottom Line (TBL) concept; which Husillos et al. (2011) and Jackson et al. (2011) 
explain as an accounting performance measurement approach that goes beyond 
reporting financial information to report on an organization’s impact on the planet 
and people that dwell on it. The ‘planet’ and ‘people’ dimension of organizational 
performance is often given partial attention in business accounting. For instance, 
apart from recent approaches that incorporate social and environmental performance 
of organizations into corporate reports, value added statement were previously used 
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to report on a company’s generation of value and distribution of same to 
shareholders, employees, government and community. TBL reporting also seeks to 
convey a company’s financial, social and environmental performance.  
 
In the Nigerian context, the response of companies to forces within its environment 
is yet to be ascertained. Also based on available literature on sustainability reporting 
in Nigeria, the perception of corporate actors of institutional pressures influencing 
sustainability reporting has not yet been examined, by researchers. There is also 
advocacy that sustainability reporting should reflect in internal organizational 
processes of companies to enhance its authenticity (Herschovis et al., 2009). These 
approaches to study sustainability reporting could increase its quantity and quality 
by reporting entities (Adams, 2002; Adams and Larrinaga-Gonzalez, 2007).  
 
1.2  Statement of the Problem 
Developments in businesses worldwide particularly in relation to sustainable 
development indicate the importance for companies to integrate sustainability 
aspects into their corporate reporting mechanism. The accountability side of 
companies is not complete without the reporting mechanism, hence the release of 
sustainability reports and inclusion of sustainability disclosures in corporate annual 
reports. The contents of sustainability reports either published as stand-alone reports 
or integrated into corporate annual reports in Nigerian companies have received 
some attention in recent years. Asaolu et al. (2011) observe that sustainability 
reporting is voluntarily practiced by multinational oil and gas companies in Nigeria; 
reporting was deficient as companies were not guided by any legislation on what to 
report.   
 
The accountability that financial results of companies communicate is an important 
aspect of their transparency that cannot be ignored: but financial results alone cannot 
communicate a company’s social and environmental impacts. These impacts are 
redefining the meaning of business value. Therefore, in order to improve the content 
of sustainability reports, external pressures and organizational context have roles to 
play in the transformation process.  
 
An unanswered question is how these factors can be assessed. There has not been 
much discussion on corporate sustainability reporting arising from conformity to 
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external pressures and organizational contexts in Nigeria. Companies could be 
influenced by members of their organizational field such as stock market regulators, 
banking sectors’ sustainability reporting requirements, companies in the industry 
that are successful - in terms of their profit, size of the company, professional 
accounting firm, foreign presence, industry affiliation, membership of external 
bodies that govern sustainability such as United Nations Environment Programme 
(UNEP), United Nations Global Compact (UNGC) and global oil and gas industry 
association for environmental and social issues (IPIECA), and they gradually 
become homogenized by them. 
 
Sustainability reporting could also be influenced by the organizational context or 
process depicted by attitudes of key decision makers, board of directors’ committee 
on sustainability issues, stakeholder engagement, sustainability framework and 
assurance. Another issue is whether the organizational context leads to more or less 
sustainability reporting, or, whether they lead to situations where business 
organizations report on sustainability without improving on their internal processes. 
This kind of situation creates a decoupling between sustainability reporting and 
internal processes, and could result in less accountability from sustainability 
reporting and disclosures.  
 
The nature of these pressures may differ across different geographical and corporate 
contexts. So, it is necessary to examine the external and internal contexts and how 
the pressures located there influence a company to engage in sustainability reporting 
given that business organizations operate in different organizational fields. 
Researchers (Hossain et al., 2013; Parker, 2005) advocate that there is need to 
approach the research on sustainability reporting or any of its variants by engaging 
with business organizations. This research approach could reveal the attitudes and 
internal contexts of reporting as well as how key decision makers view the external 
pressures influencing what organizations report. There is an additional need to 
decipher how the organizational field (which is made up of other business 
organizations, stakeholders, professional accounting firms, foreign presence, 
industry affiliation, external bodies that govern sustainability) influences what 
companies report. Based on the literature reviewed, there is no empirical study that 
has focused on the determinants of sustainability reporting from this perspective. 
6 
 
Therefore, this study focused on assessing the institutional field and internal 
organizational determinants of sustainability reporting in Nigeria.  
 
1.3 Research Questions 
The main research question of this study is: how do institutional field and internal 
organizational process factors influence sustainability reporting of companies in 
Nigeria? In order to answer this main question, the research questions formulated 
and addressed are: 
1. What is the variation in sustainability reporting across selected companies 
from 2010 to 2014 in Nigeria? 
2. To what extent do companies’ institutional field factors influence their 
sustainability reporting in Nigeria? 
3. To what extent do internal organizational processes of companies influence 
their sustainability reporting in Nigeria? 
4. What are the factors that influence sustainability reporting in Nigeria from 
the perspective of corporate respondents? 
 
1.4 Objectives of the Study 
The main objective of this study is to determine the relationship between 
institutional field factors and internal organizational process factors and 
sustainability reporting of selected corporate business organizations in Nigeria. The 
specific objectives are: to  
1. Examine the variation in sustainability reporting across selected companies 
from 2010 to 2014 in Nigeria; 
2. Assess the extent that companies’ institutional field factors influence their 
sustainability reporting in Nigeria; 
3. Investigate the extent that internal organizational processes of companies 
influence their sustainability reporting in Nigeria; and 
4. Assess the factors that influence sustainability reporting in Nigeria from the 
perspective of corporate respondents.  
 
1.5 Research Hypotheses 
In order to carry out the objectives, the following hypotheses stated in null form are 
tested: 
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H01: There is no significant variation in sustainability reporting across selected 
companies from 2010 to 2014 in Nigeria. 
H02: Companies’ institutional field factors do not influence their sustainability 
reporting in Nigeria. 
H03: Companies’ internal organizational processes do not influence their 
sustainability reporting in Nigeria. 
H04: There are no significant factors that influence sustainability reporting in Nigeria 
from the perspective of corporate respondents. 
  
1.6 Scope of the Study 
The scope of the study is presented in the following manner: subject matter, sample 
size, time period and geographical location.  
 
The subject matter of this study is the determinants of corporate sustainability 
reporting in selected companies in Nigeria. The sample size of this study is 54 
companies selected from four sectors of the Nigerian Stock Exchange (NSE) 
namely: oil and gas, consumer goods, industrial goods and banking sectors in 
Nigeria. Also, within these sectors, only publicly quoted companies constituted the 
population of this study as a result of ease of accessing their information (through 
annual reports, corporate websites). These sectors were included in this study 
because of their contribution in terms of market segmentation. The banking sector is 
part of the financial services sector which constitutes 40 percent of the market 
segmentation in the Nigerian Stock Exchange (NSE). In descending order, the 
consumer goods, industrial goods, oil and gas sectors constitute 29 percent, 20 
percent and 5 percent respectively of the market segmentation in the NSE (The 
Nigerian Stock Exchange, 2015). The time period of the study is from 2010 to 2014. 
The location of this study is Nigeria. 
 
1.7 Justification for the Study 
Previous studies on sustainability reporting have mainly focused on countries such 
as United Kingdom, United States, Australia, China and Canada, and, to a lesser 
degree, developing countries such as Bangladesh, Sri Lanka and Egypt which focus 
mainly on internal organizational determinants of sustainability reporting rather than 
a mix of factors that can contribute to sustainability reporting from the internal and 
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external organizational field. Moreover, single studies on sustainability reporting of 
companies including those in the financial services sector are rare. This study 
examines sustainability reporting in companies in the industrial goods, consumer 
goods, banking, oil and gas sectors in Nigeria. Evidence of research into 
sustainability reporting in Nigeria is also rare, with studies such as Owolabi (2001) 
and Uwuigbe (2011) focusing on aspects of indicators sustainability reporting such 
as environmental disclosures. There is no previous study on determinants of 
sustainability reporting of companies in Nigeria with particular reference to 
organizational field factors (both internal and external).  
 
This study adds to the understanding of sustainability reporting by heeding to studies 
such as Adams (2002) and Bebbington et al. (2009) to investigate a host of factors 
that could be responsible for sustainability reporting, recognizing that in the 
Nigerian context, several interactions within and outside companies are responsible 
for the level of reporting. More so, this research focus could provide new 
explanations for corporate sustainability reporting. It is also important to note that 
this study recognizes that a single theory underpinning corporate disclosure practices 
as argued in prior studies such as Momin (2006) and Damayanthi and Rajapakse 
(2013) may risk ignoring other possible explanations. These research perspectives 
encouraged the researcher to use the new institutional and legitimacy theories in this 
current study. Therefore, this study aims to assess the determinants of sustainability 
reporting, in order to provide explanations from the new institutional and legitimacy 
theories.     
 
1.8 Significance of the Study 
Few studies have examined how pressures from the organizational field and within 
organizations influence corporate sustainability disclosures. Another issue that has 
not been dealt with in the literature is managers’ perceptions about the institutional 
factors influencing corporate disclosures. This is necessary in order to assist 
companies to effect the necessary changes in sustainability reporting. Specifically, 
the current study is significant in the following ways:  
1. This study brought to the fore the key factors which drive sustainability 
reporting. The knowledge of such factors should enable models to be 
developed which map the relationship between the factors and aspects of 
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corporate sustainability reporting. Consequently, future researchers should 
be able to make inferences from this study.   
2. Companies can evaluate the current state of their disclosure practices, in the 
light of the factors that this study identified and examined. This could enable 
them make the necessary changes (behavioural or structural) that may be 
necessary to lead to improvements in sustainability reporting. Company 
directors and chief executive officers can employ the findings of this study to 
allocate resources to the internal organizational processes and structures that 
can influence sustainability reporting.  
3. The findings of this study could be useful to the Securities and Exchange 
Commission, Central Bank of Nigeria and other regulators to enable them 
assess sustainability reporting practice of companies in Nigeria.  
4. Earlier studies in Nigeria had focused on managers’ rationale towards 
corporate environmental issues and reporting (Owolabi, 2001), 
environmental cost information (Owolabi, 2007), and the quantity of 
environmental disclosures (Owolabi, 2009; Uwuigbe, 2011). The current 
study differs from them because it empirically assessed the perceptions of 
managers on the determinants of sustainability reporting. This is premised on 
the assertion by Husillos et al. (2011) that managers’ rationale towards the 
factors influencing corporate reporting can enhance or inhibit the 
development of triple bottom line reports. The relationship between triple 
bottom line reports and sustainability reports lies in their ability to capture 
social and environmental disclosure practices by companies. Also, another 
relationship between these two reports is that they communicate the 
contribution of a company to the goal of sustainable development. This study 
also differs from prior studies because it examines the relationship between 
institutional field factors and internal organizational factors that have not 
been employed in research based on the Nigerian context.  
 
1.9 Limitations of the Study 
This study is limited to analysis of sustainability reporting in annual reports and 
stand-alone sustainability reports of the sample companies. The researcher does not 
claim that all the annual reports of companies in the four sectors included in this 
study were analysed. A major reason for this was absence of complete annual 
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reports for the 2010 to 2014 period for some of the sampled companies. Also, some 
companies may be engaging in sustainability reporting by using their corporate 
websites. This study did not use data from website of the sampled companies as 
source of information on sustainability reporting. The current study is also limited to 
content analysis of corporate reports over a period of five years. 
 
1.10 Definition of Terms 
Assurance on Sustainability Report: refers to the enhancement of credibility by 
means of external verification of sustainability reports (Global Reporting Initiative, 
2013b).  
Banks’ Sustainability Reporting Requirements: refers to the Sustainability 
Banking Principles of the Nigerian Central Bank of Nigeria (Central Bank of 
Nigeria, 2012).  
Board Committee on Sustainability: refers to sustainability committee on the 
board of directors of a business organization. 
Economic Impacts: refers to value added by a business organization in terms of 
sales volume, payment to employees, payment to government, local community 
donations, payment to shareholders in form of dividend (Global Reporting Initiative, 
2013a).   
Environmental Impacts: refers to negative and positive changes in the 
environment arising from the operations of a business organization (Global 
Reporting Initiative, 2013a). 
External Institutions that Govern Sustainability: refers to institutions external to 
the business organization that have voluntary sustainability reporting guidelines. The 
business organizations subscribe to the demands of these external institutions by 
joining them as members (Adeniyi, 2016). 
Governance Indicators: refers to the business organizations’ internal governance 
approach to sustainability issues (Global Reporting Initiative, 2013a).  
Social Impacts: refers to the manner in which the operations of a business 
organization affect the people in the organization and in the communities where it 
operates (Global Reporting Initiative, 2013a). 
Stakeholder-Oriented Country: refers to a country with a wide range of 
stakeholders who influence companies with their values and norms (Huijbregts, 
2013). 
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Sustainability Framework: refers to the manner in which issues bothering on 
environmental, social and economic performance are managed in an organization 
(Cahaya, 2011). 
Sustainability Reporting: refers to a report prepared by companies which discloses 
economic, environmental and social performance of business organizations. It also 
entails reporting the governance approach to sustainability performance (Global 
Reporting Initiative, 2013a). 
Sustainability Reporting Index: refers to the number of observed items reported 
by a company divided by the number of expected items a company is expected to 
report based on the researcher’s reporting index. The values on the sustainability 
reporting index can be between 0 and 1.  
Sustainability Reporting Indicators: refers to the various aspects of 
environmental, social and economic performance of a business organization, as well 
as governance approach to sustainability issues (Global Reporting Initiative, 2013a).  
Traditional Accounting: is an aspect of accounting that considers only the financial 
performance of a business (Elliott and Elliott, 2011).  
Voluntary Disclosures: refers to those disclosures that are provided by companies 
through their reports based on the discretion of management (Okafor and Ogiedu, 
2011).  
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CHAPTER TWO 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
2.0 Preface 
The purpose of this chapter is to review relevant literature on the determinants of 
sustainability reporting. This chapter consists of three parts; namely review of 
contextual information, theoretical framework and conceptual framework. The 
literature review concludes with discussion of gaps identified in the literature.  
 
2.1 Review of Contextual Information  
The review of contextual information for this study covers the nature of accounting 
procedures, history, concept, standards and guidelines on sustainability reporting, 
reasons for sustainability reporting. It also includes empirical studies on external 
factors and sustainability reporting, empirical studies on internal business 
organizational factors and their influence on sustainability reporting, and empirical 
studies on corporate sustainability reports presented in annual company reports.   
 
2.1.1 Nature of Accounting  
Accounting involves collection of financial information, recording, analysis of same, 
and reporting the result of financial information to show financial status of private or 
public organizations (Omolehinwa, 2000). Ambashe and Alrawi (2013) trace the 
history of Accounting to ancient civilizations such as Babylonian civilization (3000-
2000 BC), Egypt civilization (3000-1000 BC), Greek civilization (1000-1 BC), early 
Islam accounting system (652 AD) and Italy (1495 AD). Accounting systems have 
been relevant from the period of early civilization because one of the common 
features of this era was engagement in commerce (Woolf, 1912). Through expansion 
in commerce, there has been growing need to exchange value (especially money) for 
goods and services; this remained a recurring theme throughout accounting 
developments in countries like Britain and America. Also, increase in commercial 
activities results in diverse types of business enterprises such as sole proprietorship, 
partnership and limited liability companies.  
 
Since owners of most businesses cannot do both administrative and financial 
management work in the businesses they own, they opt for employees, who can 
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manage, and render accounts of the companies’ transaction. According to Akinyemi 
et al. (2015), such managers or employees (agents) act on behalf of owners 
(principals) of businesses; while the business owners provide the financial resources 
to build, expand, and sustain the business, the agents perform administrative and 
practical accounting work. Therefore from the early days of commerce, a fiduciary 
relationship exists between business owners and their money managers. Also, 
principals or business owners expect their agents to be stewards of resources placed 
in trust in their custodial account. Since money constitutes a major resource required 
for any business to carry out its operations, and this requires proper accountability, 
and management, the need for accounting agents or managers has continued to grow 
over the years.   
 
According to Ambashe and Alrawi (2013), accounting is an information system that 
records and communicates the monetary events of an organization to internal and 
external users. Although, money is necessary for any business, it does not constitute 
the sole resource for it to operate successfully. There are environmental resources as 
well as social resources which are derived from the planet and people. Therefore, 
these resources need to be accounted for because they can affect the ability of a 
business to operate successfully.  
 
Traditional accounting is associated with information pertaining to the financial 
performance of a business. Other information is provided by management in 
corporate annual reports, where financial information is presented. Okafor and 
Ogiedu (2011) state that management disclosures are valuable source of information 
for investors. These disclosures can be mandatory and voluntary. Investors require 
financial information, information about directors, management, major shareholders, 
business objectives, research and development, amongst others. Utami (2015) notes 
that a shift from profit maximization as the sole objective of a business to 
accounting for the interest of stakeholders is a recent development in business 
organizations. Accounting in the interest of business stakeholders can influence the 
value of companies. Sustainability reporting meets this need because it includes 
reporting on economic, environmental and social aspects of a business as well as 
governance approaches to manage those aspects.  
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2.1.2 History of Sustainability Reporting 
The advocacy for corporate sustainability reporting by leading governments has 
been on the increase with the coming together of Brazil, Denmark, France and South 
Africa, in support of the United Nations Conference on Sustainable Development 
(Rio+20). The aforementioned countries attracted the support of the Global 
Reporting Initiative (GRI) and United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP). 
These two bodies became part of recognized leading institutions in sustainability 
reporting. The GRI has been developing frameworks and guidelines which 
organizations are employing to report on sustainability. These frameworks include 
Reporting Guidelines which include the indicators of sustainability reporting which 
organizations can use in measuring and reporting their sustainability performance. In 
addition, the United Nations Environment Programme (2012) emphasizes the need 
for partnership between countries and organizations towards the actualization of the 
goal of sustainable development through provision of relevant information to enable 
the former improve the quality of life for their people, without putting future 
generations at risk.  
 
In addition to this step, the Corporate Sustainability Reporting Coalition (CSRC) at 
the instance of Aviva in September 2011 prepared a policy, which proposes 
corporate sustainability reporting as a mandate for advancement of a green 
economy. In The CSRC is a global union of financial institutions, professional 
bodies, non-governmental organizations and investors with assets worth US$2 
trillion. United Nations member states are mandated to develop rules which board of 
directors in companies should adhere to in consideration of sustainability issues, 
integrate those which they consider significant within their annual reports and 
financial statements, or explain why they do not (Corporate Sustainability Reporting 
Coalition, 2012).  
 
Although, according to Dilling (2010), the European Union (EU) encourages 
voluntary sustainability reporting, some countries in the EU such as Denmark, 
Finland, Sweden, Belgium, the Netherlands and Germany have either legislative or 
non-legislative bodies which drive social responsibility and sustainability reporting. 
The Association of Certified Chartered Accountants (2004) notes that the first 
sustainability reports in Africa and the Middle East were published in 1993 and 
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since then reporting has grown slowly. Majority of the corporate sustainability 
reporters and reporting developments have occurred in South Africa. For instance, 
the King Code II (now revised) corporate governance report in South Africa has 
been noted as the first in any African jurisdiction to include a comprehensive section 
on integrated sustainability reporting. There is the King III code of corporate 
governance with effect from 2010 requiring amongst others that companies 
incorporate sustainability reporting and disclosures into their financial reports 
(Integrated Reporting and Assurance Services, 2012).  
 
The United Nations Environment Programme (2013) discloses that there was a 
coming together of South Africa, Brazil, Denmark and France in 2012 to support 
paragraph 47 of the UN Conference on Sustainable Development. According to the 
United Nations (2012), in paragraph 47 the importance of sustainability reporting is 
recognized; interested stakeholders in industry, governments, and non-governmental 
organizations have been encouraged to design ways through which the goal of 
sustainable development can be actualized. The governments of Austria, Columbia, 
Norway and the Switzerland have also joined South Africa, Brazil, Denmark and 
France in favor of Paragraph 47 of the Rio+20 outcome document on this same 
issue.  
 
According to the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (2006), 
environmental matters are required to be incorporated in the Business Review using 
Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) in the United Kingdom. These KPIs are 
quantifiable metrics that reflect the environmental performance of a business in the 
context of its overall objectives. Environmental issues also have the ability to 
contribute to financial risk when they are not well managed. For instance, when not 
properly managed, material usage, fuel consumption, energy reduction, water usage, 
waste, spill, assessment of suppliers based on environmental risks are likely to pose 
significant risk to the long-term value of a business.  
 
The Nigerian experience towards corporate sustainability reporting is still evolving.  
According to Okoye and Ngwakwe (2004), increasing awareness of social and 
environmental issues is resulting in clamors for sustainable economic development. 
There is also a shift towards stakeholder-oriented corporate governance 
requirements depicted in the changes made to the Code of Corporate Governance for 
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companies operating on the stock market. This code was issued by the Securities and 
Exchange Commission - SEC (the stock market regulator) in Nigeria. This 
regulatory board demands that companies incorporate the requirements of the Code 
in line with reporting on sustainability as part of their corporate governance from the 
year 2012 (Securities and Exchange Commission, 2011). In furtherance of this 
course, the Central Bank of Nigeria (CBN) sent a specific circular to financial 
institutions in September 2012, advising them to incorporate sustainability issues in 
their corporate reporting by December 31, 2013 to enable them produce a stand-
alone report by December 31, 2014. Therefore, financial institutions are expected to 
abide by a set of sustainable banking principles to promote sustainability reporting 
(Central Bank of Nigeria, 2012).  
 
Also, Christofi et al. (2012) argue that standardization of disclosures in 
sustainability reports of companies. In their view, this step is necessary because 
investors in the past have not been able to reward companies for adhering to 
sustainability issues or punish those that violate them in their decision making (in 
terms of investment). The demand made by both SEC and CBN for sustainability 
reports from companies aligns with the need for standardization of its practice. In 
other countries where sustainability reporting was practiced as at 2012, very few 
stock markets had listing rules and voluntary initiatives towards sustainability 
reporting at that time. However, in Africa, the Johannesburg Stock Exchange in 
South Africa is one of the few which has continued to subscribe to rules that 
enhance sustainability reporting in companies.  
 
Outside the African continent, the listing requirement of Indian Stock Exchange 
mandates that the top 100 publicly quoted companies must disclose environmental, 
social and governance issues in their annual reports (United Nations Conference on 
Trade and Development, 2013). Other countries whose stock market or stock market 
regulatory body requires sustainability reporting for listed companies only are 
Pakistan, Malaysia, Canada, Philippines, Singapore, China, Brazil and the United 
States of America (Sustainable Stock Exchange Initiative, 2013).   
 
According to United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (2013), the 
Nigerian Stock Exchange announced that it has joined the United Nation (UN) 
Sustainable Stock Exchanges (SSE) initiative. Nigeria is the second African country 
17 
 
to join the UN SSE. The SSE explores how stock markets and stakeholders such as 
regulators, investors and corporate entities can collectively enhance corporate 
transparency through environmental, social and governance disclosures while 
encouraging responsible approaches to investments which are often described as 
Socially Responsible Investing (Sustainable Stock Exchange Brochure, 2012).   
 
According to the World Commission on Environment and Development (1987), 
sustainable development implies that a business meets present needs while ensuring 
that resources to meet those needs in future periods are available. The Business 
Action for Sustainable Development (2012) also emphasizes that in actualizing the 
goals of sustainability as it relates to national development, the private sector has a 
responsibility. The International Institute for Sustainable Development and Deloitte 
& Touche (1992) advocates a way through which organizations in the private sector 
can carry out this role. In their view, by incorporating policies and processes relating 
to sustainable development in organizations, the goal of sustainable development in 
the private sector can be easily achieved. The integration of these policies and 
processes should translate to more accountability to stakeholders other than the 
owners of the business and lead to continuous improvement of reporting practices. 
This is a departure from the capitalism approach of business enterprises in the 
private sector where ‘profit’ is the sole concern of the owners and managers.   
  
However, critiques of sustainability reporting have stemmed from the assertion that 
pre-occupation with corporate responsibility issues may lead to loss of short-term 
earnings and investor’s short-run returns (Murray, 2010). Although, empirical 
studies have not been able to establish the benefits of businesses’ contribution to 
sustainable development, at least, they have been able to establish causal 
relationships between what is disclosed and financial performance (Weber and 
Koellner, 2008; Buys et al., 2011). Corporate disclosure and transparency which 
details the amount spent on the business’ contribution to sustainable development 
can enable researchers ascertain the financial implications (gains or losses) of 
business sustainability.  
 
Although, there are opinions that the pursuit of sustainable development by business 
organizations have demerits, Lozano (2013) states that business organizations are 
increasingly recognizing their role in making societies more sustainable. Sisaye 
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(2012) stresses that the approach to sustainability in business organizations has led 
to innovations in accounting and reporting systems, and is characterized by increases 
in the volume of social and environmental disclosures to stakeholders such as 
institutional investors. However, there are still issues of non-standardization (Sisaye, 
2011) and inability to compare the contents of disclosures made across different 
companies and industrial sectors (Asaolu et al., 2011).  
 
According to IFAC (2006), the accounting profession has roles to play with respect 
to sustainability accounting and reporting. The roles played by the Professional 
Accountants in Business (PAIB) in the view of IFAC transcend collecting, analyzing 
and reporting sustainability information; rather they ought to influence sustainability 
reporting through strategic decision making. In the same vein, Burritt and 
Schaltegger (2010) argue that accounting for sustainability should necessarily lead 
to sustainability reporting. Zvezdov (2012) advocate that a system of generating, 
preparing and publishing information within accounting systems in organizations is 
necessary to enhance sustainability reporting.  
 
Also, progress in sustainability reporting will help managers understand the 
expectations of business stakeholders, by linking sustainability performance to long-
term shareholder value. Sustainability performance included in annual reports of 
companies can show a more authentic picture of the operating performance of 
companies to their shareholders. The more shareholders assess the quality of 
sustainability performance through a company’s share price, the more companies 
will be able to improve on the quality of their sustainability reporting (Burritt and 
Schaltegger, 2010).   
 
The paragraphs below shows discussion on review some prior studies carried out to 
ascertain the relationship between the disclosures in sustainability reports and share 
price. The core of these studies examined how share price movements are associated 
with firm’s disclosures about their social and environmental exposures. Belkaoui 
(1976) observe the disclosure pertaining to environmental aspects of organizational 
behaviour on the stock market. Also, isolating the specific effects of pollution 
control expenditures on price behaviour of the stock market was difficult since there 
were other factors influencing share price. However, using continuously 
compounded rate of return of a company’s shares in a particular time period, there 
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were significant changes in the share prices of companies which disclosed pollution 
control expenditures.  
Furthermore, studies (Gupta and Goldar, 2005; Murray et al., 2006) on the 
assessment of how the capital market has rewarded social and environmental 
activities of companies have mixed results. Gupta and Goldar (2005) examine how 
environmental rating of companies located in diverse manufacturing industries such 
as pulp and paper, auto and chlor alkali influenced abnormal returns to the share 
price. The relationship between both variables, that is, abnormal returns to share 
price and environmental performance was positive. Contrary to expectations that 
capital markets should reward the environmental and social activities of companies, 
Murray, Sinclair, Power and Gray (2006) find no association between corporate 
social and environmental disclosures and share price returns. Based on country 
differentiation along lines of development, that is, developed and less developed, 
there are also conflicting results. For instance, studies such as Belkaoui (1976), and 
Murray et al. (2006) are conducted in a developed country (United Kingdom) while 
the study by Gupta and Goldar (2005) is carried out in a less developed country 
(India). This conflict is a pointer to the on-going debate on how corporate social and 
environmental disclosures are relevant to shareholders. 
 
Social disclosures provide information about social responsibility practices that 
could increase a company’s reputation, reduce potential liabilities and regulatory 
costs. This suggests a positive association between future cash flows and voluntary 
practice of social reporting. On the other hand, companies that engage in substantial 
social and environmental activity, and disclose such, will have reduced information 
asymmetries and may be faced with lower cost of capital (Plumlee et al., 2010). 
Disclosure of a firm’s social and environmental impact has been argued to play a 
positive role in the decisions made by investors (see Hassel et al., 2005). Some 
studies (Jenkins and Yakovleva, 2006; Momin, 2006) examine the possibility of 
firms contributing to sustainable development through social and environmental 
responsibility. Corporate accountability with respect to these aspects (social and 
environmental) is one possible way in which markets may be re-educated towards 
more sustainable modes of behaviour (Murray, 2010).  
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Within the context of the capital market, studies (Al-Tuwaijri et al., 2004; Jones et 
al., 2007; Moneva and Ortas, 2008; Moneva and Cuellar, 2009; Murray et al., 2006; 
Murray, 2010; Kaspereit and Lopatta, 2011; Khaveh et al., 2012) examine the 
relationship between aggregate stock market performance and a firm’s 
sustainability, social and environmental activities (given by disclosures or 
information on performance rating). These studies identify both positive and 
negative relationships between stock market performance and corporate disclosures.    
 
Al-Tuwaijri et al. (2004) test the relationship among social disclosures, social 
performance and financial performance, and find a positive relationship between the 
variables. Based on a study undertaken by Moneva and Cuellar (2009), companies’ 
reputation for social and environmental responsibility leads to increased market 
value. Similarly, Khaveh et al. (2012) report a significant positive relationship 
between sustainability reporting and share price. They point out that this relationship 
was a result of changes in investors’ perception about the risk and continuous 
performance of the company as inferred from sustainability disclosures. However, 
Moneva and Ortas (2008) report that there is no association between social and 
environmental disclosures and capital market performance. Jones et al. (2007) find 
that the association between abnormal share returns and sustainability disclosure is 
negative and weak. Adams et al. (2010) find that the corporate sustainability label 
does not significantly impact performance of firms in financial terms, even though 
they advocate that corporate sustainability has the potential for shareholder value 
creation. Kaspereit and Lopatta (2011) find that sustainability reporting seems to 
have lost its potential signaling effect that exists in previous years (2007 and 2008); 
they also state that extensive sustainability disclosures results in lower market 
values. 
 
2.1.3 Standards and Guidelines on Sustainability Reporting 
A number of standards, guidelines and organizations are crucial in the development 
of sustainability reporting. Muller (2011) identifies these guidelines as emanating 
from the Carbon Disclosure Project (CDP), International Standards Organization 
(ISO), Global Reporting Initiative (GRI), Greenhouse Gas Protocol and United 
Nations Global Compact (UNGC). Also, assurance of sustainability disclosures and 
reporting is overseen by accounting firms namely big four - Klynveld Peat Marwick 
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Goerdeler (KPMG), PricewaterhouseCoopers (PwC), Ernst&Young, Deloitte and 
non-big four, AccountAbility principles and International Federation of Accountants 
(IFAC) and other consultants who are not accounting firms.  
 
The Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) is a leading organization in the field of 
corporate reporting poised with a mission to promote the use of sustainability 
reporting by government, business and not-for-profit organizations; thereby 
contributing to sustainable development. The latest reporting principles and standard 
disclosures of the GRI (G4) were issued in July 2013 (GRI, 2013a). Previous 
guidelines are the G3.1 (issued in 2011), G3 (issued in 2006), G2 (issued in 2002) 
and the 2000 guidelines. The G3.1 guidelines issued in 2011 classify the standard 
sustainability disclosures along three lines namely strategy and profile, management 
approach and performance indicators. Based on Global Reporting Initiative (2011), 
organizations are supposed to declare the level to which they adhere to the 
guidelines when they report.  
 
The application levels of the GRI are graded C, B and A. Where the organization has 
employed external assurance from accounting firms, certification bodies and 
sustainability consultants, an organization can declare the application levels as C+, 
B+ and A+. However, it is important to note that the provider of assurance offers an 
opinion on the organization’s declaration of adherence to the guidelines (GRI, 
2011). The G4 guideline is poised with increased integration of sustainability 
reporting into financial reporting. G4 also aligns with other reporting standards 
namely UNGC Principles and Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises by the 
Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) (GRI, 2013a, 
KPMG, 2013).  
 
This move by the GRI is timely and is in line with the advocacy of Eccles and Krzus 
(2010) for one report where sustainability disclosures are integrated with financial 
disclosures. The changes in G4 as against the previous G3.1 are greater emphasis on 
materiality, definition of reporting boundaries, different nomenclature for the 
application levels, new governance disclosure requirements and new supply chain 
requirements. Based on GRI G4 guidelines summarized in KPMG (2013), there are 
ten new standard disclosures on governance and supply chain impacts.  
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The principles of United Nations Global Compact (UNGC) cut across human rights, 
labour, environment and anti-corruption issues. The UNGC principles are mainly 
concerned with social and environmental aspects of sustainability. The United 
Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) is a body saddled with the responsibility 
to lead, encourage partnership with other institutions in caring for the environment 
to foster improvement in the quality of life both now and in the future (United 
Nations Environment Programme, 2012). Also, IPIECA, a global oil and gas 
industry association provides voluntary sustainability reporting guidelines for 
business organizations in that field.  
 
The International Standards Organization (ISO) develops and publishes an 
international standard that ensures that materials, products, processes and services 
are fit for their purpose. Also¸ the Carbon Disclosure Project (CDP) provides a 
platform for organizations to disclose and manage information pertaining to their 
environmental performance as it relates to sustainability issues. The Greenhouse Gas 
Protocol is also used by organizations to measure and manage greenhouse gas 
emissions. These emissions play a crucial role in corporate accountability pertaining 
to environmental aspects of its operations and relationship with stakeholders.  
 
AccountAbility is a not-for-profit organization that introduced the AA1000 
stakeholder engagement standard; and the latest version of this standard was issued 
in 2011. This stakeholder engagement standard is based on the notion that without 
quality stakeholder engagement, there can be no quality sustainability disclosures 
(AccountAbility, 2011). There is also AA1000 Accountability Principles Standard 
(AA1000APS) whose framework helps businesses identify, prioritize and report on 
their sustainability issues and performance. The International Standards on 
Assurance Engagements (ISAE) 3000 is another internationally recognized standard 
designed by International Federation of Accountants (IFAC) to guide accounting 
professionals on matters arising from sustainability and corporate responsibility 
(International Federation of Accountants, 2010). IFAC is an internationally 
recognized body of accountants to which several other national accountancy 
associations such as (Institute of Chartered Accountants of Nigeria and Association 
of National Accountants of Nigeria) belong.  
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Echegaray et al. (2008) and Ernst&Young (2013) note that sustainability reporting is 
a growing area, and organizations should recognize the opportunities it affords by 
addressing the issues relevant to its actualization. Adegbite et al. (2012) note that 
organizations incorporate sustainable practices in business operations in order to 
increase shareholders’ values, improve market share and competitiveness. Center for 
Corporate Citizenship and Ernst&Young LLP (2013) reveal that sustainability 
reporting provides major value to organizations because it enhances correct 
measurement of social and environmental performance; improves reputation, 
compliance with regulations, risk management, cost savings which enhances long-
term profitability and access to capital.  
 
In Nigeria, the Securities and Exchange Commission (2011) stipulates the 
information that an organization’s board should disclose as part of its relationship 
with other stakeholders. The board of directors is expected to report annually on 
sustainability issues including the company’s social, ethical, safety, health and 
environmental policies and practices. This is quite narrow unlike the broad 
definition given by the G3.1. Also, Central Bank of Nigeria (2012), the regulator of 
banks and financial institutions in Nigeria issued a Circular to banks and financial 
institutions in September 2012 that requires business organizations in the financial 
sector to report on sustainability. Unlike the SEC’s Code of Corporate Governance, 
the CBN guidelines on sustainability reporting are more comprehensive.  
 
Specifically, the companies in financial services sector are expected to report on the 
development of  appropriate environmental and social policies, environmental and 
social procedures, environmental and social reporting criteria and environmental 
management programme addressing climate change and greenhouse gas emission 
reduction, water efficiency, waste management, environmentally friendly facilities 
construction and management. Also, such report should comply with relevant labour 
and social standards; implement a community investment programme and apply 
environmental and social standards, relevant to third parties. Financial institutions 
were also expected to report on the progress made in implementing this principle by 
31st December 2013 and produce the first complete sustainability report by 31st 
December 2014. The report may stand-alone or be integrated within annual reports. 
They were also expected to fall in line with the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) 
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guidelines applicable to the financial sector. Independent third party review was also 
necessary, hence the financial institutions’ regulators required that banks had their 
information assured and audited.   
 
The sustainability reporting guidelines for banks and financial institutions are more 
comprehensive than the SEC Code of Corporate Governance disclosure 
requirements. Also, the former may be able to influence business organizations that 
are not in the financial sector to compliant to the tenets or requirements of 
sustainability reporting, because such organizations may require financial support or 
assistance from the financial services sector.   
 
2.1.4 Reasons for Corporate Sustainability Reporting 
The literature on the reasons or motives for sustainability disclosures and reporting 
infers that organizations engage in sustainability reporting primarily to gain 
legitimacy from the institutional environment, or to convey accountability. 
According to Jones (2010), organizations engage in sustainability reporting to 
enhance their competitiveness, in comparison with other companies producing 
similar product. Competitiveness or standing out among other organizations can be 
traced to the goodwill or intangible asset value of the firm because it cannot be 
physically measured in monetary terms. Bellringer et al. (2011) show that in the 
public sector (local governments) in New Zealand, sustainability reporting is not just 
undertaken to ensure a more sustainable world but is required for accountability, 
financial incentive and provision of leadership.  
 
A company’s social and environmental issues can materially affect its overall 
performance in terms of corporate image and reputation. The reporting of these 
issues among other corporate sustainability indicators can be traced to demands 
from various stakeholder groups such as investors, customers, employees, Non-
Governmental Organizations (NGOs), media and community, for increased levels of 
transparency and disclosure, ethical reasons and community concerns. Among 
others, corporate image and reputation were of utmost importance to the reporters. 
The importance of corporate image and reputation shows that reporting is carried out 
in order to gain and maintain license to operate from the institutional environment, 
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which is made up of various stakeholder groups (Tilt et al., 2006; Dobbs and Van 
Staden, 2011).  
 
When business organizations succeed in making profit and solving sustainability 
issues, they are bound to attract more capital from the capital market which plays 
key roles in allocating available financial resources for productive use. Therefore, 
business organizations cannot ignore issues of sustainability, because it affords them 
greater opportunity to raise funds through from capital markets to keep growing. 
However, business organizations can be re-educated by capital markets towards the 
right sustainable behaviour. On the basis of these arguments, it can be deduced that 
business organizations can communicate through sustainability reporting in order to 
attract investors (Murray et al., 2006; Kwanbo, 2011; Ioannou and Serafeim, 2014).  
 
The financial and non-financial information signaled to investors by business 
organizations can alter their investment behaviours. Bushee and Noe (2000) note 
that institutional investors are attracted to firms as a result of their corporate 
disclosure practices. United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (2008) 
particularly note that non-financial information is gaining importance; and although 
short-term investors may not be interested in corporate responsibility reporting, 
long-term investors such as pension funds are showing interests in such reporting in 
order to project future opportunities, risks, liabilities and the general quality of 
operations of such company.    
 
Corporate visibility, which is measured by media exposure and legal requirements, 
are some other reasons for sustainability reporting. Business organizations also 
avoid loss of reputation arising from publicity of inappropriate behaviour by 
reporting on issues that could boost their intangible value. They may also engage in 
sustainability reporting when faced with negative publicity (Brown and Deegan, 
1998; Garcia-Ayuso and Larrinaga, 2003; Pollach, 2011; Hahn and Kuhnen, 2013). 
This is because such reporting entities want to convince the relevant stakeholders 
that they have taken corrective measures on risks arising from their economic, 
environmental and social impacts as a result of operations.   
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2.1.5 Empirical Studies on External Factors and Corporate      
Sustainability Reporting 
Past studies (Adams, 2002; Adams and Larrinaga-Gonzalez, 2007; Herschovis et al., 
2009; Martha et al., 2012; Schaltegger, 2012) argue that in order to improve the 
information contained in corporate reports, researchers should seek to understand 
specific circumstances within which corporate reports are made. This should aid in 
understanding the hurdles faced by organizations, which prevent them from 
engaging in the practice of sustainability reporting. The specific circumstances that 
lead to changes in corporate reporting and disclosure include country of origin, 
contexts – social, political, economic and cultural, events in the society, media 
pressure, stakeholder power, regulators and pressure groups.  
 
The general contextual factors can also be referred to as country level factors 
because they vary from country to country (Adams, 2002; Martha et al., 2012). 
These variations in country level factors could be as a result of corporate 
governance, market economies, country of origin, country status (that is, developed 
or developing), political systems and legal systems peculiar to each country. It has 
been argued that the organizational field can influence sustainability reporting. 
Business external environments have peculiar characteristics which can influence 
the choices of decision makers in organizations about sustainability reporting.  
 
In the external business environment, there are investors, consumers, local and 
foreign lenders, stock exchange and industry regulators, accounting firms, external 
governance institutions, successful industry leaders and foreign affiliated companies. 
From an institutional theory perspective, these constituents of an organizations’ 
external environment exert different pressures on organizations’ practices (including 
sustainability reporting). In summary, these pressures can be coercive, normative or 
mimetic.  
 
Coercive pressures emanate from institutions that have resources which 
organizations depend on, and such resources could be financial or regulatory. 
Therefore, because such institutions have the authority to withhold resources from 
business organizations for not complying with certain rules or behaviour, the former 
is said to have coercive influence over the later. Research on the influence of 
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coercive pressures on sustainability reporting has identified the following factors 
namely: government policies (Joseph, 2011; Cahaya et al., 2015), stock market and 
industry regulators (Hess, 2014; Ioannou and Serafeim, 2014; Kumar and Devi, n.d), 
size of organizations (De Villiers et al., 2014; Mucciarone et al., 2012). 
 
Also, normative pressures influencing sustainability reporting arising from 
accounting firms (Fernandez-Feijoo et al., 2016) and membership of external 
governance institutions (Adeniyi, 2016; Weber et al., 2016) have been examined in 
the literature. Cahaya (2011) has assessed mimetic pressures which arose from 
successful industry leaders and foreign affiliated companies.  
 
From an institutional theory perspective, each of the pressures – coercive, normative 
and mimetic can influence the quantity and quality of sustainability information 
reported by companies. Also, it has been argued that it is better to incorporate the 
pressures in one study because the influence of one form of pressure rarely leads to 
the adoption sustainability reporting (Zhao, 2011). Therefore, this study examines 
factors namely: size, regulation, accounting firm, membership of governance bodies, 
reporting of the most successful and foreign affiliation influencing private sector 
organizations’ sustainability reporting. These factors are a mix of coercive, 
normative and mimetic pressures and could assist in shedding more light on the state 
of corporate sustainability reporting in Nigeria.  
 
This section expounds on the factors in the organizational field namely size, 
regulator, accounting firm, governance institutions, industry leaders and foreign 
presence. 
 
a. Company Size 
A company is made up of shareholders who are attracted by financial and other 
information about the choice of shares to invest in. Also, a company is made up of 
employees who are responsible for carrying out daily operations that pertain to the 
company. The size variable in corporate reporting is often measured as the total of 
assets, number of employees and amount of revenue. Assets are resources owned 
and controlled by organizations; they are financed by the capital contributed in form 
of equity or shares and liabilities. The liabilities are in form of short and long-term 
loans made available to such an organization by financial institutions and 
28 
 
individuals. Usually, the amount of total assets that a company has is representative 
of the following namely: number of shareholders, number of debenture holders, and 
other long-term liabilities.   
 
Also, the size of business organizations could also be a factor that leads to mimetic 
pressure. According to DiMaggio and Powell (1983), larger companies are more 
susceptible to similar reporting practices. The presence of more stakeholders in 
larger companies means there are more people to whom such companies are 
accountable to. According to Joseph (2010), size is a coercive pressure that 
influences organizations to be involved in sustainability reporting. It is a coercive 
pressure because the persons (stakeholders) provide resources that enable the 
company to operate effectively. Some of the stakeholders are regulators, finance 
providers, Delmas and Toffel (2005) state that the host community of a company 
can impose coercive pressure through filing of lawsuits against them; government 
bodies are backed by legislation which empowers them to take disciplinary action 
against the companies within their jurisdiction. The effects of large company size 
are: greater visibility to its stakeholders (Setyorini and Ishak, 2012), economies of 
scale that results in lower costs of providing corporate disclosures. Larger 
companies have more financial resources which they can utilize unlike smaller ones 
which could be struggling to break even. Conversely, smaller companies tend to 
hide information because of competition and survival.     
 
The findings in the literature on the relationship between company size and 
sustainability reporting are inconclusive. Studies (Cormier and Magnan, 2003; 
Quick, 2008; Elijido-Ten, 2010; Uwuigbe, 2011; De Villiers et al., 2014) find that 
size was a determining factor of sustainability disclosures as well as social 
disclosures, environmental disclosures. Also, Tavares and Rodrigues (2016) deduce 
that size was a determinant of sustainability disclosures of public sector 
organizations. However, there is no significant relationship between company size 
and social disclosures in Ebiringa et al. (2013). There is also no significant 
relationship between company size and environmental disclosures in De Villiers et 
al. (2014). Interestingly, Ebiringa et al. (2013) is based on quoted oil and gas 
companies in Nigeria which are environmentally sensitive due to the nature of their 
operations. 
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The presence of insignificant relationship between company size and disclosures 
could be attributed to managers’ assessment of costs and benefits of releasing the 
disclosures. Where costs exceed benefits a company could decide not to disclose 
certain information. More so, companies operating in the oil and gas sector have 
huge capital base, making size of no significant effect. It is also possible that social 
disclosures across companies to be similar, that is, there is mimicking effect within 
the sustainability reporting practices of companies within a particular industry. This 
finding (Ebiringa et al., 2013) in the Nigerian context creates vistas for further 
research into the extent of similarity in sustainability reporting across companies 
within the oil and gas industry from 2012 going forward. It is also important to 
ascertain the sustainability of companies in the oil and gas industry because of its 
contribution to Nigeria’s Gross Domestic Product (GDP).  
 
b. Regulation 
Coercive pressures are those arising from regulators and those that provide resources 
used by companies in carrying out business operations. For example, companies 
whose shares are quoted on stock markets are answerable to the Securities and 
Exchange Commission (SEC). The SEC can subject such companies to codes and 
guidelines to promote best practices in certain areas of corporate life. The code of 
corporate governance (CGC) by SEC is one of the ways through which companies 
are guided to improve on their reporting practices. The 2011 CGC by the Nigerian 
SEC recognizes that a business has stakeholders. This is a step that shows that they 
are interested in the safety of shareholders, but also in the overall interest of business 
stakeholders.  
 
Empirical studies on corporate governance models and sustainability reporting have 
diverse findings. Huijbregts (2013) finds that stakeholder-oriented countries are 
associated with a higher likelihood of sustainability reporting. On the other hand, 
Thijssens et al. (2015) show that companies in shareholder-oriented countries report 
more environmental indicators of sustainability than companies in stakeholder-
oriented countries. In Thijssens et al. (2015) the sample companies were classified 
based on their country, that is United States of America (US) and Non-US.  
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When companies are within environments with high levels of litigation, there is 
tendency that they may not engage in sustainability reporting unless there are 
mandated to do so by a regulatory body or Act such as SEC, Companies Act and 
Industry regulator. This could also be a result of fear of attracting legal issues with 
respect to material sustainability issues disclosed in company reports. These findings 
suggest that in high risk litigation environments, companies may tend to disclose 
more good than bad news. 
 
Regulation of sustainability reporting is a way to influence companies through 
provision of reporting guidelines and filing rules by the regulatory body 
(government, stock market or others). Additionally, regulation of corporate 
disclosure comes with costs to be borne by the company because there are 
expectations from the regulators such as accuracy and completeness of a company’s 
performance. The costs of preparing sustainability reporting include costs of data 
gathering, employee training, internal audit, writing and external assurance.  
 
These costs notwithstanding, studies (Peters and Romi, 2009; Ioannou and Serafeim, 
2014) find that regulations pertaining to environment resulted in increased 
environmental disclosures pertaining to carbon emissions. In both studies, Japan is 
one of the sampled companies where mandatory Greenhouse Gas accounting system 
has been implemented. France has required mandatory reporting of financial, 
environmental and social issues pertaining to sustainability since year 2001. 
However, companies in France focus mainly on environmental aspects while 
deficiencies are noted in the financial and social aspects of sustainability disclosures 
(Kuhn et al., n.d.).  
 
The presence of regulatory requirements has been argued to less likely pressurize 
companies to report negative or bad news in sustainability reports (Bell and 
Lundblad, 2011). However, there is a need for regulators to follow-up companies 
under their jurisdiction to ensure that they are reporting in line with the reporting 
guidelines provided for their use and they have implemented a reporting process that 
takes into cognizance the accuracy and credibility of the information reported. 
Another approach to regulating corporate disclosures is through Securities and 
Exchange laws. Studies (Pannu, 2014; Bartels, Fogelberg et al., 2016) state that laws 
made by the Securities and Exchange body have the ability to compel disclosures. 
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Disclosures are regulatory mechanisms through which corporate transparency is 
built. Some of the countries where stock exchanges regulate sustainability through 
disclosure requirements include Canada, United States of America, China, India and 
Nigeria.   
 
Contrary to expectations, Pannu (2014) notes that Canadian securities law needs to 
improve in the area of enforcement and guidance. In a study on the development of 
sustainability reporting, the Certified General Accountants Association of Canada 
(2005) reported that sustainability reporting was growing at a slow pace. Their 
recommendation is that without mandatory regulatory requirements, the widespread 
adoption of sustainability reporting was likely to take some time.  
 
In China-based studies on sustainability reporting (Zhang et al., 2007; Zuo et al., 
2014), there are similar findings as the top 50 listed companies and construction 
companies increased sustainability reporting. Similarly, Klynveld Peat Marwick 
Goerdeler (2015) finds that companies in the Americas are ranked second place in 
corporate responsibility reporting which includes sustainability reporting. More so, 
more companies in the Asia Pacific region (including China) report the most on 
corporate responsibility. The findings of Klynveld Peat Marwick Goerdeler (2015) 
are consistent with those of prior studies such as Zhang et al. (2007) and Zuo et al. 
(2014). 
 
According to Whitley (1999), the powers of the state affect its dominance on the 
economy. The extent to which the state regulates market boundaries on the activities 
of business organizations through laws or regulations is vital in determining 
organizations’ sustainability commitments, performance and reporting on same. 
Coercive pressures occur through legal obligations which could impose sanctions on 
business organizations that neglect them. According to Joseph (2010), different 
states have different forms of coercive pressures on the councils to implement 
sustainability reporting.  
 
c. Accounting Firm 
Normative pressures in an organization’s external environment results from the level 
of networking among professionals in that environment. One of such professionals is 
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the independent auditor who is saddled with the responsibility for giving an opinion 
on the financial reports of business organizations. Jalaludin et al. (2011) state that 
normative pressures emanating from professionalism gives room for similar 
education and networking among members of such professional circles. Professional 
groups such as accounting firms provide their members with networking exposure. 
Consequently, the more business organizations relate with members of similar 
professional groups, the more sustainability disclosures they are likely to have.  
 
Also, rating of organizations and awards given on the basis of sustainability 
performance could be a source of normative pressures, because organizations tend to 
compare their practices with others within their sphere of success. Professional 
networks include big four accounting firms, foreign presence, industry affiliation, 
membership of external governance bodies.  
 
Normative pressures emanate from the desire for an organization to conform to the 
norm of certain professional groups, in order to be accepted by them. The platforms 
mentioned above offer business organizations that subscribe to them networking 
exposure; for instance, professional associations have the ability to enhance how 
organizations ought to report to stakeholders. According to Ioane (2014), because 
members of the same professional association pass through same form of education, 
there is tendency for similarities in their behaviour as they spread through 
organizations. One of such professional associations is accounting firms. There are 
Big four, medium and small accounting firms. The size of such firms is often 
measured by the types of services they offer, net worth, number of employees, and 
international presence.  
 
The big four accounting firms provide services in auditing and assurance of financial 
reports, sustainability reporting, management consultancy, amongst others. When 
organizations patronize the services of accounting firms who are similar in this 
regard, they are influenced to adopt certain corporate reporting practices, which they 
are privileged to observe through their relationship. Based on studies (Johnson, 
2013; Ioane, 2014), normative pressure occurs when organizations draw from 
similar pool of professionals. For example, accounting firms have members who are 
trained in similar manner. Also, because these accounting firms render services to 
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organizations, there is tendency for organizations that patronize them to imbibe 
similar kind of reporting.    
 
Another institutional factor that exists in the external business environment is the 
financial auditor of an organization. Auditing of financial statements has dominated 
the assurance industry. However, studies (O’Dwyer and Owen, 2005; O’Dwyer et 
al., 2011) note that sustainability reports need to be audited in order to convey 
credible and reliable information provided to stakeholders about economic, social 
and environmental performance. Auditors also have analytical procedures for 
assessing risks that can affect a business, which often include those posed by 
environmental and other sustainability issues.  
 
Studies (Barako, 2007; Lan et al., 2013) have been carried out to examine the 
influence of auditor type on voluntary disclosures. The findings of these studies are 
mixed. The financial auditor type has a negative relationship with forward-looking 
disclosures and general strategic disclosures of sampled companies; positive 
relationship exists between financial auditor type and social disclosures (Barako, 
2007). Similarly, auditor type is significantly associated with voluntary disclosures 
(Lan et al., 2013). Fernandez-Feijoo et al. (2016) show that companies having a Big 
Four accounting firm as financial auditor have increased sustainability disclosures; 
companies with highest levels of sustainability disclosures also subject such 
information to assurance. On the other hand, Salteh et al. (2011) do not find a 
significant relationship between auditor type and voluntary disclosure. 
 
One reason for the positive relationship between auditor type and voluntary 
disclosures is that auditors that belong to the Big Four category have similar training 
and are exposed to networking within their professional circles, increasing the 
likelihood of similar disclosure practices across their client companies. More so, Big 
Four accounting firms have greater international presence which could make them 
more inclined to international corporate reporting practices (such as sustainability 
reporting). Chiang and Northcott (2012) note that there was better support for 
auditors in the Big Four firms due to access to information from their international 
network. However, a negative relationship between auditor type and sustainability 
disclosures could be attributable to avoidance of risks that could arise from the 
disclosures. 
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d. Membership of Governance Bodies 
Pressure groups have been identified in the literature as a normative influence on the 
sustainability reporting practice of organizations. Pressure groups have the ability to 
drive corporate bodies to align with public interests, including improved 
sustainability performance. In the same vein, these pressure groups could act as 
governance institutions for the purpose of preserving the values that they stand for. 
The practice of leaving sustainability governance to the board of directors in 
companies is good, but oversight from an independent body may be better. This 
assertion is based on the tenets of internal and external auditing in the traditional 
financial accounting context, where, organizations’ financial statements and reports 
are audited by persons within and outside the organization to reinforce information 
credibility.  
 
Literature on the influence of sustainability governance on sustainability reporting is 
growing because it has been recognized that the board of directors of an organization 
has the ability to integrate sustainability issues into their strategy. However, a 
lingering issue is whether the subscription of organizations to sustainability 
governance institutions improves sustainability reporting. Some of the 
environmental governance institutions include United Nations Environmental 
Programme Finance Initiative (UNEP FI), UNGC and IPIECA. Research on the 
influence of sustainability governance institutions on sustainability reporting are not 
many compared to those on sustainability governance arising from organizations.  
 
Global Oil and Gas Industry Association for Environmental and Social Issues (2014) 
in a survey of its members and non-members found that the guidelines have 
provided improved quality reporting in terms of stakeholder engagement, assurance 
and identification of material issues such as health and safety, investment in local 
communities, climate change and Greenhouse gas emissions that a sustainability 
report should contain.  
 
Studies (Adeniyi, 2016; Weber et al., 2016) examine the influence of UNEP FI 
codes of conducts on sustainability reporting. They find that members of UNEP FI 
had more disclosures on sustainability. Although, critics argue that subscription to 
such codes on sustainability reporting favors large companies, the codes are able to 
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provide guidance on the reporting of corporate members on issues such as climate 
change, social and environmental aspects, human rights, water and waste compared 
to non-members. The voluntary membership of UNEP FI is a normative influence 
because it arises from interaction of its members through training and guidelines on 
sustainability reporting.  
 
The findings of these prior studies (Global Oil and Gas Industry Association for 
Environmental and Social Issues, 2014; Adeniyi, 2016; Weber et al., 2016) show 
that subscribing to governance institutions can help to improve organizational 
legitimacy. Legitimacy implies that such organizational practices are in line with 
societal norms and values which include accountability for impacts on society and 
other sustainability indicators such as climate change, energy reduction, waste, water 
usage, Greenhouse gas emission, and pollution, amongst others.  
 
e. Reporting of the Most Successful Company in an Industry 
Mimetic pressures emanate from copying best practices of those business 
organizations that are perceived as successful. The relationship between profitability 
and sustainability reporting of organizations has been examined in the literature. The 
essence of such studies is to ascertain whether sustainability reporting is a function 
of profitability, or whether companies tend to mimic the reporting practices of the 
most successful (in terms of profit) in the industry. Another aspect of research is 
whether profitability is a function of sustainability reporting. The studies 
preoccupied with whether sustainability reporting is a function of profitability have 
mixed outcomes.  
 
Studies (Aggarwal, 2013; Bassey et al., 2013; Mohamad et al., 2014; Nugroho and 
Arjowo, 2014) find that aspects of sustainability reporting significantly influence 
profitability. Bassey et al. (2013) assess the relationship between environmental cost 
and firm profitability, and argue that environmental costs increase a company’s 
development in areas such as energy, material and waste management. Furthermore, 
Aggarwal (2013) finds that environmental aspects of sustainability reporting had 
negative influence on profitability, and governance aspects had positive influence on 
sustainability reporting. Reporting of sustainability performance entails that impacts 
on the environment are disclosed including greenhouse gas emissions, other organic 
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pollutants, waste disposal and usage of renewable materials. Consequently, these 
practices could impair profitability in the short-term, and investors may not want to 
invest based on this performance.  
 
Additionally, research that shows positive relationship between sustainability 
reporting and profitability implies that a company can bear the costs associated with 
improved sustainability performance and reporting. Conversely, research that shows 
negative relationship between sustainability reporting and profitability implies that a 
company chooses to engage in reporting based on long-term benefits. In other 
words, for such companies, at the present there are not enough resources for 
reporting but there is expectation of benefits that accrue to the company in the long-
term. 
The relationship between profitability and sustainability reporting can be assessed 
using a new institutional approach. This approach seeks to ascertain whether the 
sustainability reporting practices of companies is related to the reporting practices of 
the most successful company (in terms of profitability). This approach to studying 
sustainability reporting recognizes that the reporting practices of a company could 
be influenced by the industry leader (in terms of profitability and market share). A 
company that leads in a particular industry is prone to adopting reporting practices 
that portray it in good light, with companies in that industry tending to imitate such 
reporting practices in order to boost their competitive advantage.  
 
Researchers (Aerts et al., 2006; De Villiers and Alexander, 2010) find that 
companies copy the reporting practices of other companies within the same industry. 
‘Other companies’ also includes industry leaders, for which size has been used to 
measure the degree of industry leadership. In other words, smaller companies tended 
to copy the disclosure practices of larger companies. Apart from size, industry 
leadership can be measured in terms of revenue, profitability and market share. 
Since profitability can be used to ascertain industry leadership, this study ascertained 
the degree to which sustainability reporting of companies is related to the reporting 
practices of the industry leader in terms of profitability. 
 
The use of profitability as a measure of industry leader influences on corporate 
practices has featured in Haveman (1993). Political visibility is enhanced when a 
company is successful in terms of profits, and huge profits also indicate large 
37 
 
company size (Hibbitt, 2003). Companies are likely to mimic the sustainability 
reporting practices of the industry leader when there is uncertainty surrounding the 
way to approach a disclosure practice such as sustainability reporting. This 
uncertainty is associated with the contents and mode of sustainability reporting.  
 
f. Foreign Presence 
Mimetic pressures could arise from foreign presence of organizations. 
Consequently, organizations that operate in a foreign country may copy the 
reporting practices that are prevalent in that foreign country; they may want to 
access certain benefits by emulating or mimicking their reporting practices. From an 
institutional theory perspective, foreign affiliation is an external factor that is 
capable of influencing sustainability reporting of organizations. A foreign affiliated 
company is one that is related to a company operating in any other country. This 
status gives rise to two implications namely adherence to parent company and host 
country requirements (Sufian, 2012). Contrary to theoretical expectations, in studies 
(Amran and Devi, 2008; Sufian, 2012) no influence of foreign affiliates on social 
reporting is found. The implication of their findings is that companies that have 
foreign affiliation do not have more social disclosures. These studies were limited 
because stand-alone sustainability reports were not used in gathering data. The data 
was based on information collected from annual reports. The separate sustainability 
reports could contain more social disclosures.  
 
Similarly, Asaolu et al. (2011) find that unlike their foreign affiliated counterparts, 
multinational oil and gas companies operating in Nigeria do not report on some 
aspects of sustainability reporting. Interestingly, oil and gas companies are 
environmentally-sensitive, but the finding of Asaolu et al. (2011) is not in tandem 
with theoretical expectations as parent companies do not make sustainability 
reporting compulsory probably because the host country (Nigeria) at that time did 
not regulate the enforcement of sustainability reporting.  
 
Peters and Romi (2009) report that the level of disclosures is related to the market 
structure of countries. Huijbregts (2013) affirm that the companies within countries 
that depend on funds from stock markets are associated with a higher likelihood of 
sustainability reporting, compared to companies that depend more on funds from 
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banks. In market-based financial systems, organizations’ access to funds depends on 
how their sock is rated by investors. Hendey (2013) also argues that one of the ways 
coercive pressure is exerted upon business organizations is by withdrawal of the 
financial support by financial institutions which fund them in order to compel them 
to adapt to a behaviour or policy. 
 
Wanderley et al. (2008) find that the country of origin where a business organization 
operates has more influence than the industrial sector on the web disclosures on 
corporate social responsibility of selected companies in Asia and South Africa. 
Adnan et al. (2010) confirm the influence of the country of origin in driving 
corporate social disclosures; thereby concluding that organizations in emerging 
markets may prefer to discuss economic performance rather than sustainability 
performance, even in corporate reporting. Gallego-Alvarez (2012) report that when 
the headquarters of companies are in countries whose membership of Kyoto 
Protocol have been endorsed, such companies are more susceptible to voluntary 
environmental disclosure. These studies point to the role of the country where an 
organization was registered in influencing corporate reporting.  
 
From the literature, there is a dearth of studies on foreign affiliation and 
sustainability reporting in the Nigerian context. This gap creates an opportunity to 
examine the influence of foreign affiliation on sustainability reporting.  
 
Based on the studies reviewed above it is apparent that the external environment of 
companies can affect corporate reporting practices.  
 
2.1.6 Empirical Studies on Internal Business Organizational Factors  
          and Sustainability Reporting  
Summarizing the research on the relationship between internal business 
organizational factors and sustainability reporting, it is crucial to note that research 
cuts across different time periods in various countries such as Denmark (Kaspersen, 
2013), Asia-Pacific region (Amran et al., 2014), United Kingdom (United 
(Bebbington et al., 1994; Aburaya, 2012), United States (Eccles et al., 2012), 
World’s largest companies across different countries (Faisal et al., 2012), China, 
India, Malaysia and the United Kingdom (Adnan et al., 2010), Canada (Herschovis 
et al., 2009), Sweden (Wallen and Wasserfaller, 2008), Bangladesh (Belal and 
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Owen, 2007), Australia (Adams and Larrinaga-Gonzalez, 2007), Ireland (O’Dwyer, 
2002), Nigeria (Owolabi, 2001), Shanghai (Rowe and Wehrmeyer, 2001).  
 
Studies such as Adams (2002), Stubbs and Higgins (2012) argue that internal 
corporate contextual factors can influence sustainability disclosures. The internal 
context factors which influence sustainability reporting are those that originate from 
organizational processes and structures such as stakeholder engagement, 
sustainability framework, board committee on sustainability and assurance. The 
perceptions of corporate managers towards sustainability reporting can also 
influence what companies report. In the following sub-sections, the internal 
processes and structures of organizations that influence sustainability reporting are 
expounded.   
a. Stakeholder Engagement  
According to Waris and Muhammad (2013), the view of stakeholders plays a crucial 
role in making organizations adopt certain reporting practices; and by extension 
sustainability disclosures. The assertion of Elsakit and Worthington (2012) is that 
the importance of one stakeholder group can vary. Therefore, when one or more 
stakeholder groups’ do not participate in the process of reporting, there is tendency 
to have low level disclosure practices. This signifies that there is a symbiotic relation 
between stakeholders and corporate disclosures. However, when stakeholders 
choose to be less concerned about sustainability issues, the managers tend to 
withdraw from disclosing relevant sustainability information.  
 
Traditionally, business organizations engage with shareholders through Annual 
General Meetings (AGM), during which the financial reports of the business are 
presented to the shareholders. While this is a form of engagement with capital 
providers, sustainability reporting requires involvement of other business 
stakeholders such as local communities, financial institutions, regulators, employees, 
customers and suppliers. According to Adams and McNicholas (2007), stakeholder 
engagement drives the needed change to incorporate stakeholders in the 
sustainability reporting process. This change occurs when organizations involves 
people who are affected either by the decisions they make, or influence 
implementation of the decision.  
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Stakeholder engagement does not terminate at the level of preparing reports for a 
wide range of users; it includes communicating and consulting with business 
stakeholders by involving them in decision making. Stakeholder engagement 
requires identification of business stakeholders relevant to the particular company, 
identification of their needs and involving them in decision making. According to 
Ayuso et al. (2014), stakeholder engagement is a consequence of the stakeholder 
approach to corporate governance. This approach to corporate governance 
recognizes that there are persons other than shareholders who are affected by the 
operations of business organizations. Thus, a company needs to be governed in the 
interest of its stakeholders.  
 
Another reason for stakeholder engagement is that the externalities which 
organizations generate as a result of their operations affect stakeholders and overall 
company value. This is the reason for their incorporating stakeholders’ interests in 
decision making. Based on studies (Manetti, 2011; Epp, 2013) stakeholder 
engagement can be measured by identification of stakeholder groups, basis for 
selection of stakeholders, frequency of engagement with stakeholder groups, 
material issues raised during engagement, organizational response through reporting, 
and representatives of stakeholder categories in governance bodies. 
 
Studies such as Manetti (2011), Eccles et al. (2012), and Greco et al. (2015) 
examine stakeholder engagement and sustainability reporting. They argue that 
engagement with stakeholders is important in defining material and relevant 
sustainability reporting information, and helping the organizations have 
representatives of the various stakeholder categories in their management team. 
There are mixed results from the three studies. An assessment of sustainability 
reports of organizations included in the study of Manetti (2011) shows no 
stakeholder engagement. Companies which report more on sustainability indicators 
engage with their stakeholders (Eccles et al., 2012; Greco et al., 2015). Kaur and 
Lodhia (2014) find that companies engaging in sustainability reporting take 
stakeholder engagement seriously given by their disclosures on approaches for 
engagement and challenges encountered.   
 
Studies such as Murguia and Bohling (2013) and Brandt (2015) find that stakeholder 
engagement is inadequate given the one-sided communication process characterized 
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by stakeholders raising issues and companies’ non-explanation of how they were 
addressed. Interestingly, these studies are made up of more environmentally 
sensitive companies, implying that they pay more attention to stakeholder 
management than engagement. Kaspersen (2013) stress that the business-case 
approach rather than accountability approach to sustainability reporting may be 
responsible for absence of adequate stakeholder engagement. 
 
The business case for sustainability reporting is often premised on the need for a 
business to prepare sustainability reports for the purpose of financial stakeholders 
(Kaspersen, 2013). On the other hand, sustainability reporting as an accountability 
mechanism implies organizations’ readiness to report true and fair information on 
sustainability performance cutting across economic, environmental, social and 
governance aspects. Also, an accountability approach to sustainability reporting 
implies that an organization identifies the stakeholders in its internal and external 
business environment who are all pivotal to its success and continuity. Such 
awareness could foster greater co-operation and engagement between company 
managers and stakeholders, thereby, resulting in feedback from corporate 
stakeholders. 
 
Stakeholders are instrumental in ensuring that an organization acts in the public 
interest. Although, stakeholder engagement is for the enhancement of organizational 
legitimacy, it may be impracticable for organizations to act on the views of all 
stakeholders at a particular point in time. Organizational legitimacy is a process and 
not a destination; it is not an end in itself. Consequently, organizations that have 
inadequate stakeholder engagement in terms of approach of dealing with issues that 
stakeholders have raised can improve on their internal mechanisms and 
constructively develop ways to communicate with stakeholders.  
 
The aforementioned studies (Manetti, 2011; Eccles et al., 2012; Kaspersen, 2013; 
Murguia and Bohling, 2013; Brandt, 2015; Greco et al., 2015) were undertaken in 
foreign countries. Based on the literature reviewed, there has been no assessment of 
stakeholder engagement in relation to sustainability reporting in Nigeria. In order to 
ascertain whether sustainability reporting is for legitimacy or accountability 
purposes, it is imperative to examine organizational structures and processes in 
relation to stakeholder engagement.  
42 
 
b. Board Committee on Sustainability Issues 
The influence of governance indicators such as board composition and 
characteristics, board structure, board process, board’s resource role, board’s 
strategy role, board’s service role and board’s monitoring role on sustainability 
reporting and organizations’ sustainability performance has been researched into in 
prior studies (Rubbens et al., 2002; Ricart et al., 2005; Hassan, 2010; Rankin et al., 
2011; Aburaya, 2012; Eccles et al., 2012; Amran et al., 2014; Tamoi et al., 2014). 
Ricart et al. (2005) express concerns over the assessment of corporate governance 
and sustainable development issues (including sustainability reporting) as separate 
fields of inquiry, leading to less examination of the interactions between the two 
concepts. However, a reason for recent enquiries into interactions between corporate 
governance and sustainability reporting is movement from the corporate objective of 
minimizing agency conflicts (between owners and managers) to acting in the interest 
of stakeholders.  
 
Accountability towards shareholders is displayed in financial terms, showing them 
profit that is made by injection of resources into the business. It is on the basis of the 
need to expand current definition of accountability, that some corporate governance 
codes in Africa are redefining their focus towards stakeholders (King III Code of 
Corporate Governance in South Africa; SEC 2011 Code of Corporate Governance in 
Nigeria). Brennan and Solomon (2008) noted that previously, codes of corporate 
governance adopted an agency theory perspective which seeks to reconcile business 
manager and shareholder conflicts; but this has changed because best practice in 
corporate governance is characterized by increased stakeholder-oriented focus.  
 
The board of directors has been described as a corporate governance mechanism 
responsible for monitoring, directing and controlling organizations towards the 
fulfillment of their goals (Osisioma, 2013). One of such goals is improving 
sustainability performance and the inclusion of the board in overseeing sustainability 
issues can help to track and monitor what organizations report. In the same vein, 
studies (DeSimone, 2014) concur that through the board chairman, or any committee 
of the board, sustainability issues are overseen in business organizations. Board 
oversight on sustainability issues is also advocated by the GRI guidelines and the 
International Integrated Reporting Council (IIRC) framework. Some board 
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committees responsible for overseeing sustainability reporting are sustainability 
committee, audit committee and risk management committee.  
 
The studies (Rubbens et al., 2002; Ricart et al., 2005; Adnan et al., 2010; Hassan, 
2010; Eccles et al., 2012; Rankin et al., 2011; Aburaya, 2012; Amran et al., 2014; 
Tamoi et al., 2014) on the influence of corporate governance on sustainability 
reporting have mixed results. Studies (Rubbens et al., 2002; Ricart et al., 2005; 
Hassan, 2010; Rankin et al., 2011; Aburaya, 2012; Eccles et al., 2012) show that 
companies that engage in sustainability reporting or make effort to improve on their 
sustainability performance by changing their governance structure, and establishing 
a separate committee on sustainability. Conversely, Amran et al. (2014) find that 
some company boards do not carry out oversight of sustainability reporting. A 
reason for this finding could be that the board size is not large enough to meet the 
responsibility of board oversight on sustainability issues. Tamoi et al. (2014) find 
that organizations where the board is large, with members having higher degrees, 
disclose more sustainability information.  
 
c. Assurance or Third Party Verification 
A tool that is used to measure the credibility and transparency of corporate reporting 
is external verification. Zulkifli et al. (2007) argue that without such verification, 
social and environmental reports will be futile. In their study, accounting 
professionals concur that it is necessary to verify information in corporate reports 
through auditing. The objective of auditing is to provide objective assessment of the 
measurements used to value social and environmental costs and performance 
indicators. However, Sawani et al. (2010) argue that the low level of awareness of 
the need for assurance of sustainability information and absence of regulatory 
pressure to make its practice mandatory is one of the reasons why companies do not 
subject their sustainability reports to assurance.  
 
Although, it is apparent that assurance on corporate disclosure raises its credibility; 
the mandatory verification of sustainability reporting is still an unresolved issue in a 
less developed country such as Nigeria. Where sustainability reporting is not a 
mandatory requirement, it may also be difficult to impose verification. The issues 
that sustainability reporting raises are: whether the information represents a true 
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picture of sustainability performance, and, whether the information content is useful 
to the relevant stakeholders. The more useful and informative the information 
reported is, the more likelihood of an external verification that will help to reinforce 
the characteristics of the information.  
 
According to the Global Reporting Initiative (2013b), benefits of assurance include 
the following: increased recognition, trust and reliability, reduced risk and increased 
value, improved board and chief executive officer engagement, strengthened internal 
reporting and management systems and improved stakeholder communication. The 
GRI identified accountancy firms, engineering firms and sustainability services 
firms as professionals that provide external assurance verification. As at 2012, 64% 
of providers of external assurance of sustainability reports were accounting firms. 
Perego (2009) find that assurance procedures a company engages and format of 
reporting improves when big four accounting firms were involved in provision of 
assurance on organizations’ sustainability reporting. It is also reported that non-
accounting firm assurance firms positively affect assurance quality in terms of their 
recommendations and opinions expressed in a sustainability assurance statement. 
 
Studies such as Faisal et al. (2012) and Moroney et al. (2012) find that assurance 
improves the quantity of sustainability disclosures. Regulatory mechanisms that 
enforce assurance guidelines and standards have also been argued to sustain 
sustainability reporting and assurance (Adam, 2002; Shum et al., 2009). The 
International Standard on Assurance Engagement 3000 (ISAE3000) are used in 
performing assurance services on sustainability reports. According to Zhou (2010), 
accounting firms subscribe to the ISAE3000 when providing assurance on 
sustainability reports than other types of standard such as AA1000AS of 
AccountAbility. 
 
Studies such as Zhou (2010), The Association of Chartered Certified Accountants 
and Net Balance Foundation (2012), and Sam and Tiong (2015) find that the level of 
assurance of sustainability reports and disclosures are inadequate. A probable reason 
for this identified by Chatterjee (2012) is that external assurance is an expensive 
process and the economic costs of obtaining assurance on sustainability disclosures 
often poses challenge to organizations. Consequently, in order to justify the 
economic cost of assurance, organizations may need to evaluate the business case 
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for obtaining such assurance which could be in form of intangible benefits such as 
increased positive reputation. Reputation could be factored by investors into the 
company’s market value. Another issue that can pose as a challenge to organizations 
is non-disclosure of actual sustainability performance while reporting more 
qualitative disclosures.     
Sustainability reporting done without assurance by third parties could be a pointer to 
information that lacks credibility or that which the reporting organization cannot 
expose for verification for reasons that they cannot disclose. The decision of 
companies to subscribe to assurance or do not on their reports can reveal the aim of 
reporting; which in effect is for accountability or legitimacy. 
d. Sustainability Framework 
Another factor that has been argued to influence organizations’ sustainability 
reporting is the presence of a sustainability framework. Studies such as Barlett 
(2012) and Hohnen (2012) describe the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) 
framework as one of the most published sustainability frameworks. Wensen et al. 
(2011) note that organizations employ United Nations Global Compact (UNGC) 
sustainability framework. On the other hand, some organizations have other 
frameworks that are explicitly disclosed in their reports. A sustainability framework 
shows the organization’s commitment to carry out business in a sustainable way. 
Organizations could focus on environment, employees, as well as their host 
community in their sustainability framework.  
 
Studies such as Wilburn and Wilburn (2013), Gherardi et al. (2014) and Porte and 
Sampaio (2014) assess sustainability reporting of companies that employ the GRI 
guidelines. The findings of the studies were similar because human rights and 
environmental damage disclosures were not captured in the sustainability reports. 
The reports often convey the reporting entity (organization from which the reports 
emanate) in positive terms, which may not depict actual sustainability performance. 
A factor that could be responsible for this is that the GRI guidelines were not 
mandatory and thus there is a limit to which its contents can be subject to scrutiny. 
Also, companies employing the GRI framework may not be mature enough for its 
implementation. They could be lacking in their ability to properly define the 
material and relevant issues that should form the basis of reporting.  
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The methodology of studies such as Wilburn and Wilburn (2013), and Porte and 
Sampaio (2014) are characterized by the use of case study, limiting generalization of 
their research findings. However, the approach to assessing the role of the 
sustainability framework in influencing sustainability reporting helped to identify 
areas of strengths and weaknesses in an in-depth manner. This suggests the need for 
a research approach that is not limited to one organization.  
 
Cahaya (2011) finds that an explicitly stated goal related to the pursuit of 
sustainability by organizations does not significantly determine social disclosures 
(labour related). Similarly, in the study of Buys and Van Niekerk (2014), although, 
companies within the financial services sector are using sustainability frameworks 
provided by GRI, they are not integrating sector-specific reporting guidelines. The 
approach of applying the GRI guidelines needed to be explained. Based on this 
finding, companies’ disclosure and subscription to sustainability framework did not 
guarantee quality of sustainability reporting. This finding could be attributed to the 
manner in which the sustainability framework was designed. In other words, when 
the aspect of sustainability is not explicitly explained in the framework, there is 
tendency for managers to strive towards sustainability aspects that they perceive are 
more important or from which greater legitimacy could be obtained.  
 
e. Managerial Perceptions of Determinants of Corporate  
          Sustainability Reporting 
The study of managerial perceptions of determinants of sustainability reporting has 
been described by Adams and Whelan (2009) as a tool for understanding how 
factors interrelate to impact on managers’ perceptions. Employees’ perceptions and 
attitudes can influence corporate sustainability reporting. According to Nakabiito 
and Udechukwu (2008), based on companies in Sweden, employees’ attitudes 
underlie a particular reporting practice. Also, Ajzen (1991, as cited in Thoradeniya 
et al., 2015) notes that attitude can determine how motivated the individual is to 
perform certain behaviour. The study by Thoradeniya et al. (2015) is based on 
companies in Sri Lanka. An assessment of German pharmaceutical companies by 
Adams (2002) reveals that managers’ attitudes are capable of influencing the extent, 
quantity and quality of social and ethical reporting. Attitude towards sustainability 
reporting is indicated in the views towards reporting good and bad news (where 
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applicable), regulation, assurance or verification of social and environmental 
information supplied; perceived costs and benefits of reporting, among others. Some 
of these indicators of attitude have been employed by studies such as Nakabiito and 
Udechukwu (2008), Wallen and Wasserfaller (2008), Krongkaew-Arreya and 
Setthasakko (2013) to validate the influence of employee’s attitude on sustainability 
reporting. The findings of Nakabiito and Udechukwu (2008), Wallen and 
Wasserfaller (2008) are based on Swedish companies. The study of Krongkaew-
Arreya and Setthasakko (2013) are based on companies in Thailand. 
 
Studies on managerial perceptions of corporate reports have also been carried out in 
Nigeria (Owolabi, 2001), Australia (Adams and McNicholas, 2007), Malaysia 
(Zulkifli et al., 2007), New Zealand (Bebbington et al., 2009), Bangladesh (Islam 
and Dellaportas, 2011) and Libya (Ahmad, 2014). There are more studies on the 
perception of accountants and business managers towards social and environmental 
disclosures (that is, separately) than sustainability disclosures. This assertion is 
based on outcomes of previous studies such as Bebbington et al. (1994), Owolabi 
(2001), Rowe and Wehrmeyer (2001), Adams (2002), Adams and McNicholas 
(2007), Belal and Owen (2007), and Adams and Whelan (2009). A possible reason 
for this is that sustainability reporting has evolved through the decades from what 
was known as reporting on social responsibility, social performance, environmental 
performance and 3ps (people, planet and profits), otherwise known as reporting on 
the triple bottom line. Ironically, even though accountants’ and business managers’ 
attitudes are positive towards social and environmental disclosures, the actual 
corporate disclosure behaviour towards these issues do not affirm this. This implies 
that there is inadequate serious approach by managers to corporate environmental 
accountability (Rowe and Wehrmeyer, 2001) and sustainability reporting (Williams 
et al., 2010). This raises question of the reliability of the ‘positive’ attitudes 
indicated by decision makers in the face of other factors that can limit sustainability 
reporting behaviour.   
 
Therefore, despite the positive attitudes accountants have towards social, 
environmental and sustainability reporting, there are low levels of actual disclosure 
and reporting practices in business organizations (Ahmad, 2014). In a study based 
on the perspective of accounting professionals, Zulkifli et al. (2007) has shown that 
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there are three aspects which should be considered before a business organization 
reaches a state of social and environmental accountability and reporting. They 
identified these aspects as: determinants arising from internal aspects of 
organizations, indirect drivers within the external environment of organizations and 
accounting orientation in a particular country. These determinants and drivers 
emanate from the following: business, political, social, cultural factors and the 
professional accountants orientation. However, there is minimal or non-existent 
involvement with social and environmental accounting, by accounting practitioners. 
This view is buttressed by the degree of skepticism on the ability of social and 
environmental accounting to provide appropriate measurements for its costs, since 
some costs though real are not easily quantified.  
 
In their study, Islam and Dellaportas (2011) note that research on accountants’ 
attitudes towards corporate social and environmental accounting in developing 
nations can be traced to the 1990s. In their study within the context of Bangladesh, 
accountants are favorably disposed towards social and environmental accounting. 
However, the favorable disposition does not translate to actual performance in 
reporting social and environmental issues because of the absence of professional 
support from the association of professional accountants in Bangladesh known as 
the Institute of Chartered Accountants of Bangladesh (ICAB), and high levels of 
societal power differential views on this issue. They also concluded that without 
international initiatives, accountants in Bangladesh are less likely to deal with 
sustainability issues. The findings of Islam and Dellaportas (2011) agree with 
Zulkifli et al. (2007) where orientation of the accounting in a particular country is an 
influential factor influencing social and environmental reporting.  
 
The rationales that managers construct around institutional pressures in relation to 
sustainability reporting constitute an under explored area in research. Managerial 
attitudes and perceptions towards sustainability reporting have been described by 
Adams (2002) as one of the internal organizational factors that can influence the 
quantity and quality of information reported. Furthermore, managers of companies 
are corporate actors whose perceptions of reporting in terms of benefits and costs of 
reporting can influence the level of companies’ engagement. Baele (2012) notes that 
companies where the chief executive officers perceive social responsibility reporting 
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to be more important engaged in more reporting than the CEOs that did not perceive 
such reporting as important. In the view of Mitra et al. (2015), the perceptions of 
managers about sustainability reporting influence the level of reporting. Managers 
also note that lack of legal framework and best practice guidance was responsible for 
low engagement of companies in sustainability reporting. This approach to studying 
corporate social reporting and related areas such as sustainability reporting and 
integrated reporting provides a forum to engage with decision makers in the 
companies. This can further enrich the findings from the analysis of secondary data, 
that is, annual reports and stand-alone sustainability reports of companies.  
 
2.1.7 Empirical Studies on Corporate Sustainability Disclosures in  
          Corporate Reports  
The role of corporate reports in disseminating sustainability information has been 
noted in prior studies carried out in developed and less developed countries. In this 
study, the review of literature on the extent of sustainability disclosures in corporate 
reports was carried out by assessing the aspects of sustainability reporting as well as 
the areas that have received the most attention and those that have not, based on 
empirical findings.  
 
The level of sustainability reporting should be on the increase with growing 
attention indicated by governments or stock exchanges (United Nations Sustainable 
Stock Exchanges Initiative, 2014). Examples of such companies are Germany, 
Brazil, Denmark, USA, France, South Africa, United Kingdom and Malaysia. In 
Germany, the first GRI report was published in year 2000 (Wensen et al., 2011). 
However, a study involving 30 major German companies selected from the 
Frankfurt Stock Exchange (also known as the DAX30) shows that the companies 
lagged behind in sustainability reporting. Overall, the aspects of sustainability 
reporting show those social, environmental and economic indicators score not more 
than 40 percent (Quick, 2008). Similarly, Schonbohm and Hofmann (2012) reveal 
that among German’s 30 largest companies from the technology industry, there is no 
reporting of numbers and figures pertaining to the aspects of sustainability reporting. 
A limitation of this finding is that meaningful comparison of sustainability 
information cannot be made by interested users.  
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Based on sector analysis, Ching et al. (2013) find that industrial products sector 
have the highest mean economic and environmental indicators scores, while the 
services sector have the highest mean social indicators scores. Overall, economic 
indicators are highest in the sampled companies. The financial sector has the lowest 
mean scores for economic, environmental and social indicators. Interestingly, the 
sampled companies were trading on the Brazilian Stock Exchange. Perhaps, a reason 
for this finding is that as at 2011, the Brazilian Stock Exchange was yet to 
recommend that companies should indicate whether they publish sustainability or 
integrated reports. Ching et al. (2014), a study on Brazilian companies whose shares 
are quoted on the Brazilian and London Stock Exchanges respectively, find that 
companies in the infrastructure sector have the highest levels of reporting on 
sustainability. On the average, Brazilian companies listed on the London Stock 
Exchange have higher mean environmental scores when compared with those listed 
on the Brazilian Stock Exchange. A probable reason for this finding is that there are 
stricter disclosure requirements for companies listed on the London Stock Exchange. 
 
 
Denmark has a regulatory requirement (Financial Statement Act) on corporate 
sustainability which mandates that companies report or explain why they do not 
report since 2009 (Klynveld Peat Marwick Goerdeler - KPMG, 2013; Baron, 2014). 
The extent of sustainability reporting in Denmark has been examined by KPMG 
(2013) and their study finds companies to have high levels of reporting even though 
more than 50 percent of the sampled companies do not use any sustainability 
reporting guideline such as the GRI guidelines. Similarly, in the study by Ioannou 
and Serafeim (2014), companies in Denmark do not adopt reporting guidelines. An 
implication of this finding is that the practice of sustainability reporting is imposed 
on companies, thus making companies strive to report. However, they could have 
disjointed reports if all they do is report on selected aspects of sustainability 
reporting.  
 
For companies in the United States (USA) it is mandatory for them to comply with 
the Sustainability Accountability Standards and Climate Disclosure Standards 
(Baron, 2014). KPMG (2013) sound that there is an increase in sustainability 
reporting of the 100 largest companies in the USA from 2011 to 2013. Empirical 
findings of Patten and Zhao (2014) show that retail companies’ CSR reporting of 
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environmental and social aspects of sustainability disclosures are more frequent in 
sustainability reports compared to other aspects such as economic and governance 
indicators. The findings of Patten and Zhao (2014) are based on companies in the 
retail industry. These companies have been described as having low environmental 
impact because they do not deal with manufacturing of goods.  
In a study based on companies in the United Kingdom, Bennett et al. (2011) note 
that sustainability reporting is a voluntary disclosure practice. They argue that 
sustainability reporting is a response to the demand for companies to maintain their 
reputation and image in the society. In order to ascertain this proposition, interviews 
were conducted with various leading experts, decision-makers in business, 
government and members of the accounting profession. Since their study finds 
sustainability reporting for the companies to be voluntary, different priorities are 
given to reports on the aspects of performance indicators. For example, carbon 
emission, energy usage, water usage, waste, biodiversity are given priority by 
companies in their disclosures. Although, there is less emphasis on the reporting of 
social performance, companies disclose more on health and safety, diversity, 
procurement practices and supply chain. The United Kingdom companies use GRI 
guidelines in reporting and disclosing information on sustainability, and an overview 
of their study shows that companies with more sustainability disclosures are large 
companies, which have high public profile, and are faced with demands for 
accountability.  
 
In Africa, the earliest evidence of sustainability reporting has been traced to South 
African companies. As shown in Wayne (2002), there is an increase in the 
sustainability disclosures in the financial reports of South African companies; 57 
percent of the top 184 companies report on sustainability. The companies mostly 
report on governance and social aspects of sustainability reporting. Recently, 
Samkin (2012) reveals that the information in sustainability reports of sample 
companies for 2002 and 2009 respectively are in line with the Code of Corporate 
Governance. Sobhani et al. (2011) assert that sustainability disclosure lags behind 
for developing countries, compared to the level displayed in developed countries. 
Their study shows that sustainability disclosure across two banks in Bangladesh has 
increased over the past ten (10) years, but there are certain aspects of sustainability 
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disclosures that have not been reported especially those related to environmental 
performance.  
Additional South African evidence pertaining to companies engaging in 
sustainability reporting shows that more than 90 percent of companies use the GRI 
guidelines (KPMG, 2013). Furthermore, Zyl (2013) finds an improvement in 
sustainability disclosures such as economic, environmental and social risk 
disclosures including plans to mitigate the risks. However, companies are deficient 
in the reporting of sustainability issues in the supply chain. Clayton et al. (2015) find 
companies with high environmental impact disclose more environmental 
information as performance indicators when compared with companies with low 
environmental impact. A notable feature in the reports of the sampled companies is 
that they release information that is material and significant to their stakeholders. 
The implication of these findings is that South African companies adhere to the G4 
sustainability reporting guidelines. Since sustainability issues vary from one 
business to another, companies are should focus on issues that are material or have 
significant impact on their business.  
 
In a Bangladesh based study, Nurunnabi (2016) states that climate change is one of 
the greatest problems the world is grappling with. Yet, in Bangladesh, an average of 
2.23 percent of companies published climate change disclosures in their annual 
reports.  
 
In Malaysia, studies such as Mohammed et al. (2010), McPhail and Maimunah 
(2012), Darus et al. (2013) and Abd-Mutalib et al. (2014) have examined 
sustainability reporting. Mohammed et al. (2010) examine the sustainability 
disclosures of selected Malaysian companies, and find that the companies researched 
were found to fall significantly on governance, social, environmental performance 
indicators. McPhail and Maimunah (2012) examine three areas of sustainability 
reporting namely human rights, sustainability and biofuel. In 83.3 percent of the 
sampled companies in a particular industrial sector (palm oil), the three aspects of 
reporting were conceptually disconnected. This disconnection was due to inadequate 
regulatory and governance mechanisms on sustainability reporting and human right 
laws. Community related disclosures rank higher than environmental aspects. The 
consumer goods sector have highest mean scores (Darus et al., 2013).  
53 
 
Additional Malaysian evidence by Abd-Mutalib et al. (2014) shows that 
organizations have a tendency to engage in sustainability reporting, yet, they focus 
more on qualitative type of reporting. They also note that despite the mandatory 
intervention for companies to engage in sustainability reporting, 3 percent of the 
companies do not have sustainability reports as at 2011. Organizations report more 
frequently on social indicators of sustainability reporting, particularly those 
pertaining to workplace and community. Also, industrial sectors such as 
infrastructure, finance and plantation have higher levels of sustainability reporting 
than the hotel industry.  
 
Larrinaga-Gonzalez and Perez-Chamorro (2008) find that public organizations are 
engaged in sustainability reporting. There is also evidence of organizational 
strategies and operational activities that support the disclosures. Morrison and 
Schulte (2009) find that 18 percent of companies report that they utilise the AA1000 
principles in disclosing sustainability information. Their study is based on water 
disclosures, which is one of the crucial aspects of environmental sustainability 
reporting.  
 
According to Frost et al. (2005), the overall levels of sustainability disclosures by 
companies in the Australian stock exchange are low, compared to what the GRI 
guidelines stipulate. Their conclusion is based mainly on the findings from physical 
reports and online information, but fewer quantities of sustainability disclosures are 
found in annual reports. The empirical evidence from Frost et al. (2005) is different 
from that of Guthrie and Farneti (2008) who finds more sustainability disclosures in 
annual reports. This difference may be as a result of the nature of companies (public 
sector organizations) sampled in Guthrie and Farneti (2008) as against those 
(companies listed on the AUX) sampled in the former. Farneti and Guthrie (2009) 
also state that sustainability disclosures are located in annual reports.  
 
The study by Dong (2011) in China’s mining and minerals industry finds that even 
though there is high concern for sustainability disclosures, companies’ exhibit low 
level engagement with processes that could improve reporting. This finding is 
similar to the concern of James-Overheu and Cotter (2009) about inadequate details 
regarding implementation and monitoring, lack of stakeholder engagement and 
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comparative information for users who may want to determine the level of 
improvements in the performance indicators.  
 
Based on classification of companies into sectors and their level of sustainability 
disclosures, there are mixed findings. In the oil and gas sector, studies (Asaolu et al., 
2011; Nortje et al., 2014; Ahmad et al., 2016) decry that sustainability reporting in 
oil and gas companies is lagging behind in the area of performance-related 
environmental information. Nortje et al. (2014) note that the focus of companies in 
South Africa is on the social aspect of sustainability reporting such as health and 
safety, training, human rights disclosures and community development disclosures. 
Additionally, Ahmad et al. (2016) note that supply chain information is regularly 
missing from corporate sustainability reports. These findings have implications. 
Supply chain implications of business operations (for example, negative 
environmental impact identified within the supply chain) are crucial indicators of 
whether business operations in the supply chain pose risk to its continuity and value. 
Disclosure of supply chain practices could be in form of evaluation of suppliers 
based on environmental and social risks, evaluation of environmental and social 
risks arising from a company’s supply of its products and services.  
 
In comparative studies that juxtapose the level of sustainability reporting in 
environmentally-sensitive industries (such as oil and gas) with the reporting of 
companies in the financial services sector that are not environmentally-sensitive, 
companies in the former industries have more disclosures. Perhaps, these findings 
could be attributable to the environmental and social exposures of oil and gas 
companies which include high energy usage, accidents and spills arising from 
operations, Greenhouse gas emissions, pollution, water usage, rehabilitation and 
restoration of damaged land and other earth surface.   
 
Studies (Tang and Chan, 2010; Klynveld Peat Marwick Goerdeler - KPMG, 2011) 
examine the level of sustainability reporting among consumer goods companies. 
Notable among the findings is that the mean score for sustainability reporting is 
lower for consumer goods sector compared to companies in other sectors 
(conglomerates, energy, financials, manufacturing, construction and utilities). 
Coverage of environmental and social aspects of sustainability reporting is also very 
low (Tang and Chan, 2010). The findings of KPMG (2011) on responsibility also 
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show that majority of the organizations are at an early stage in sustainability 
reporting. Some organizations also engage in reporting on all the aspects of 
sustainability reporting.  
 
The financial services sector is also a player in sustainability reporting. Since the 
financial crisis that affected the companies within that sector, there have been 
changes to governance codes, disclosure requirements, and regulatory demands to 
incorporate sustainability issues in their corporate reporting. Owojori and 
Oluwagbuyi (2011) argue that corporate governance in the financial sector is 
important because of the sector’s contribution to the nation’s economy. Weber et al. 
(2014) also affirm that the financial sector strongly affects economic and sustainable 
development. Sustainability reporting in the financial services sector has been 
argued to be a result of the behaviour of banks, particularly concerning issues of 
governance and accountability, which made the society to lose confidence in them 
(Herzig et al., 2012). Although, operations of companies in the financial services 
sector do not give rise to pollution and emission when compared to companies in 
environmentally-sensitive industries, they are potentially exposed to risk. Thus, by 
reporting on the environmental performance of their clients, they can minimize their 
own risk exposure.  
 
Based on the Rio+20 document of the United Nations Environment Programme 
Finance Initiative (UNEP FI), financial institutions (including banks) have a role to 
promote the allocation of capital to those businesses operating more sustainably and 
consequently integrate material sustainability issues within the corporate reporting 
cycle. Relating to the banking sector, Lins et al. (2008) note that their socio-
environmental impacts may not be strong but they can induce changes through the 
parties (clients and suppliers) that the banks interact with. On the other hand, 
companies in the oil and gas and manufacturing industries – consumer goods and 
industrial goods have direct and obvious socio-environmental impacts arising from 
their own business operations.    
 
Studies such as Jeucken (2001), Kolk (2005), and Lins et al. (2008) on sustainability 
reporting in the financial services sector, show that companies are engaging at 
different levels. Some companies report quantitative sustainability indicators while 
others report in qualitative terms. The indicators that companies report include 
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environmental, community involvement and environmental risk assessment 
(Jeucken, 2001), sustainability dimensions of risks and opportunities relating to 
climate change, micro credits, project financing, asset management (Kolk, 2005), 
money laundering and Greenhouse gas emissions (Lins et al., 2008). Alexius et al. 
(2013) find that 21 percent of Swedish banks integrate their sustainability reporting 
in their annual reports.  
 
From the studies reviewed above, the current state of sustainability reporting is yet 
to reach full implementation in terms of the occurrence of its indicators in corporate 
communication media, that is, annual and stand-alone reports. One of the 
implications of this assertion is that even though there are guidelines, standards and 
codes that are available for organizations to use in sustainability reporting, the real 
push to report often stems from organizations. It is therefore necessary for 
organizations to identify with various sustainability indicators and focus on the ones 
that are most significant to their business. It is also necessary to assess sustainability 
reporting in Nigeria, to ascertain the level of what companies report. This could 
enable companies identify those areas they need to improve upon to actualize the 
goal of financial, environmental and social sustainability.  
 
2.2 Review of Existing Relevant Theories 
In this section, two relevant theories were reviewed namely new institutional theory 
and legitimacy theory. 
 
2.2.1 New Institutional Theory 
Based on institutional theory, business organizations exist within social structures, 
rules and norms that are capable of influencing their decision-making. The 
institutional theory emerged in the 70’s explaining the dependence of business 
organizations on their environments. The new institutional theory has been used to 
proffer solutions to the lingering question of the institutional forces that influence 
the implementation of a particular reporting system.  
 
New institutional theory posits that institutions operate in environments where other 
institutions operate. This environment is called the institutional environment. Thus, 
the behaviour of business organizations is influenced by the institutions within an 
environment, otherwise known as the wider society. Survival is one of the main 
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goals of businesses. There are two ways by which business survival can be 
measured. The first is economic survival and the other is to gain acceptance in the 
society. In order to be accepted in the society, businesses tend to establish 
legitimacy within the institutions in their business environment. Based on the new 
institutional theory, the institutions in the business environment influence the 
behaviour of business organizations through rules, norms, culture and other 
frameworks.  
 
The concept of legitimacy as Emtairah and Mont (2008) note implies that there is a 
match between the actions of an organization and shared beliefs of society.  
Organizational actions include changing reporting practices to respond to societal 
expectations. These expectations stem from regulators, professional associations, 
industry members, trade unions, finance providers, host community, amongst others. 
The rules, norms and expectations of these institutional field members, and the 
manner in which companies respond to them are the focus of new institutional 
theory. Consequently, organizational practices (including reporting and disclosure) 
are not solely determined by the rational choice of corporate managers.  
 
In the view of Powell and Colyvas (2008) organizations and their behaviours are 
shaped by institutional forces within the business environment. One of these 
behaviours is corporate reporting. The external environment shapes the internal 
aspects of business organizations, (including what is reported in form of corporate 
disclosures). These institutions include cognitive, normative and regulative 
structures that influence corporate behaviour. The cognitive institutions stem from 
beliefs and values, while normative institutions stem from what ought to be (norms). 
Regulative structures stem from what the business organization must do to avoid 
penalty or punishment for not subscribing to the demands or requirements of 
regulators.    
 
There are many factors in the environment of business organizations that can 
influence what they report or disclose. In order to assess these factors, the researcher 
may choose to obtain secondary data from corporate annual reports, other corporate 
documents, or obtain primary data from business organizations to ascertain their 
views on the factors. Primary data is usually collected first hand by researchers. 
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According to Adams and Larrinaga-Gonzalez (2007), engaging with business 
organizations (where the researcher goes to obtain first hand information about the 
issue of study) has the ability to improve theory and practice of sustainability 
reporting because challenges involved in measuring and reporting information are 
discussed, particularly when survey instruments are used for data collection. 
Secondary data is also useful in measuring whether and how rules (coercive 
pressure), norms and affiliations (normative pressure), and other organizations 
influence corporate reporting.  
 
DiMaggio and Powell (1983) state three isomorphic processes namely coercive, 
mimetic and normative, through which organizations become similar. Foundational 
studies (Meyer and Rowan, 1977; DiMaggio and Powell, 1983) are proponents of 
the assumptions of the new institutional theory. They advocate that there are 
coercive, normative and mimetic mechanisms through which pressures are exerted 
upon business organizations. Coercive pressure occurs through rules, regulations 
and laws. Businesses operate within the framework of these rules and regulations to 
allay punishments arising from non-compliance or enjoy rewards associated with 
compliance. In this study, the institutions that exert coercive pressure are SEC 
through the 2011 Code of Corporate Governance and CBN through the 2012 
Sustainability Banking Principles.  
 
Normative pressure is depicted by the influence of professional networks that allow 
new reporting practices to permeate business organizations. Professional networking 
with accounting firms may provide managers of business organizations with the 
necessary exposure to engage in more conventional forms of corporate reporting 
including sustainability reporting. According to Kolk and Margineantu (2009), 
accounting firms offer consulting services that extend beyond audit and assurance. 
These services include providing professional advice to business organizations on 
how to produce reports, engage stakeholders and deal with ethical issues influencing 
them in a professional manner. Big four accounting firms provide such services to 
business organizations. Another form of normative pressure is the education and 
training of key decision makers. In this study, normative pressure is measured by 
affiliation with professional accounting firm, education and training of key decision 
makers.  
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Business organizations may have a tendency to model their reporting practices in 
line with other business organizations in their environment, which they deem to be 
successful. The ‘other business organizations’ whose reporting practices are used as 
a model may not be aware of the influence of their reporting practices over other 
business organizations. Another source of mimetic pressure is close association with 
business organizations within the same organizational field or industrial sector. The 
greater the number of sustainability reporters in an industry, the greater the 
likelihood that a business will engage in such reporting practices. Therefore, 
business organizations within the same industry may have similar reporting practices 
overtime.  
 
In a bid to align with norms of society or what is acceptable, and gain legitimacy 
from them, business organizations engage in sustainability reporting. Gaining 
legitimacy from the institutions in business environment ultimately leads to 
decoupling. Decoupling occurs when organizations demonstrate compliance with 
norms and values in society, by engaging in reporting practices, while the actual 
ways of working are not greatly affected. The actual processes through which 
sustainability reporting should pass through are board committees, sustainability 
reporting framework, assurance of report and stakeholder engagement. This study 
also examines whether organizational procedures are decoupled from the 
sustainability reporting practice.  
 
In line with prior studies, this current study measures the decoupling of corporate 
sustainability reporting practice from organizational structures using stakeholder 
engagement, assurance, board of director committee and sustainability reporting 
framework. According to Manetti (2011), stakeholder engagement cannot be 
relegated in the sustainability reporting process because it defines the boundary of 
information disclosed in terms of significance and relevance to stakeholders 
identified in a business. In that study, identification or mapping of stakeholders is 
the first step to stakeholder engagement. The measures of stakeholder engagement 
include: stating how the engagement is carried out, frequency of engagement, 
organizations’ response to stakeholder needs, outcomes from stakeholder 
engagement adopted by business managers. Kaur and Lodhia (2014) also concur that 
stakeholder engagement is a crucial aspect in the sustainability reporting process 
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because it shows the significant sustainability issues raised by key stakeholders. GRI 
(2011) also note that the needs of stakeholders can be met when organizations 
engage with their stakeholders.  
 
On the basis of the paragraphs above, there are two identified theories linked with 
each other namely new institutional theory and legitimacy theory. Damayanthi and 
Rajapakse (2013) argue that a combination of two theories at a point in time could 
aid in explaining factors influencing corporate reporting. They decry the use of one 
theory to explain corporate social reporting. Their study emphasizes the inter-
connectedness of new institutional theory and legitimacy theory. This link shows 
that organizations engage in practices that are acceptable to the wider society or 
institutions in their environment in order to gain acceptance from them. This 
environment is also known as the organizational field and it is dominated by 
institutions that exert pressure directly or subtly on business organizations (including 
their disclosure and reporting practices). Suchman (1995) states that legitimacy is a 
perception of the desirability or appropriateness of the actions (disclosure practices) 
of business organizations within some socially construed norms, values and 
rationales. According to Garud et al. (2007), the new institutional theory emphasizes 
that institutions within organizational fields confer legitimacy to business 
organizations. In the view of Pfarrer et al. (2005) these institutions influence 
corporate disclosures formally and informally.  
 
Employing the new institutional theory, Rautiainen (2010) stresses the influence of 
rational or institutional reasons in performance measurement adoption, use and 
change. The facts from the new institutional framework can be applied in the current 
study. This is because within the internal and external business environment, there 
are pressures that make managers adopt or ignore certain disclosure practices, which 
is ultimately revealed in what the companies report. Stemming from the use of new 
institutional and legitimacy theories in behavioural studies in accounting, 
researchers (Ratanajongkol et al., 2006; Bebbington et al., 2009) aver that these 
theories can contribute to research on how a number of factors combine in the 
initiation of sustainability and social responsibility reporting. These studies also 
contribute to the research on whether and how coercive, normative and other forces 
are contributing to the practice of sustainability reporting. The new institutional 
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theory can also expand the focus of legitimacy theory (Scott, 2008; Damayanthi and 
Rajapakse, 2013), thus extending the debate on corporate disclosures. 
 
According to Zhao (2011) different forces exist in organizational fields that can 
influence the sustainability reporting practices of organizations. Businesses can be 
categorized into different organizational fields based on regulators, industrial sector, 
professional bodies, consulting firms. The level of institutional pressure varies 
across the different organizational fields as well. The foundational studies (Meyer 
and Rowan, 1977; DiMaggio and Powell, 1983) upon which theorizing of new 
institutionalism are built state that business organizations are embedded in internal 
and external institutional environments respectively. Therefore, pressures from these 
sources can influence corporate reporting behaviour to incorporate information on 
sustainability. The decision of what to include in corporate reports is made by 
corporate actors such as top level management and directors.  
 
Meyer and Rowan (1977), and Garud et al. (2007) note that depending on the 
organizational field, some corporate disclosure practices may be seen as proper, non-
negotiable or expedient, making it difficult for corporate actors (managers and 
directors) to depart from. For example, where the provision of sustainability 
disclosures is seen as appropriate to shareholders, it may be impossible for managers 
who disclose this information to refrain from such disclosure practices. Ball and 
Craig (2010) advocate that new-institutional theory can increase understanding of 
response to sustainability issues by organizations. In sustainability reporting 
research, studies (Boesso and Kumar, 2007; Bice, 2011; Zhao, 2011; Goswami, 
2012; Farneti and Rammal, 2013) have utilized the new institutional theory and 
argue that external context and internal dynamics of organizations shape disclosure 
practices.  
 
Boesso and Kumar (2007) explore the factors that are influential to voluntary 
disclosure practices of Italian and United States companies. They discover that 
stakeholder management, importance of intangible assets, and market complexity 
were influential factors. Bice (2011) utilizes new institutional theory in a multi-level 
analysis of the social mechanisms, the industry, country of origin and communities. 
Zhao (2011) in the Chinese context uses new institutional theory to analyse reasons 
why Chinese companies initiate social and environmental reporting. Goswami and 
62 
 
Lodhia (2012) utilize a qualitative approach to determine the factors driving 
sustainability reporting practices. The most influencing factor that drives the local 
councils to adopt sustainability reporting practices is the South Australian state 
strategic plan (a coercive pressure). Coercive pressures are associated with higher 
sustainability disclosures provided in the annual reports which are in accordance 
with the Sector Supplement for Public Agencies (SSPA) guidelines of the GRI.  
 
Jalaludin et al. (2011) examine the pressure that government and other parties in 
society have on the adoption of environmental management accounting in 
manufacturing companies in Malaysia. The most influential influence is normative 
and lies with the education and training that the accountants received. The new 
institutional theory has also been utilized by Sobhani and Amran (2012) in 
explaining the non-disclosure of crucial sustainability issues by two selected banks 
in Bangladesh. From a new institutional theory perspective, their study finds a 
number of factors that influence the non-disclosure of sustainability information by 
business organizations namely lack of sufficient resources, absence of reporting 
practice by other banks, lack of legal framework, lack of pressure from other 
concerns, absence of a sustainable corporate plan, shortage of manpower, lack of 
infrastructure and logistic support, and the cost involved. Their findings show 
similarity with a previous study undertaken by Belal and Cooper (2011) who seek to 
explore the most significant reasons for the absence of some eco-justice disclosures 
from social reports of business organizations in Bangladesh and come to the 
conclusion that there are many issues to contend with before business organizations 
can report (voluntarily) on corporate eco-justice performance. These issues are 
similar to the findings of a subsequent study by Sobhani and Amran (2012).     
 
Farneti and Rammal (2013) also use the new institutional theory, and find that a 
number of internal and external drivers are responsible for sustainability reporting. 
These factors include prominent individuals in the organizations, the public agenda, 
media exposure. The new institutional theory has been shown to have greater 
explanatory power than the stakeholder and legitimacy theory. The theory also 
provides a better framework in explaining managerial reluctance behind corporate 
disclosures (Belal and Cooper, 2011; Sobhani and Amran, 2012).  
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Joseph and Taplin (2012) apply the institutional theory in order to explain 
sustainability reporting. Their study investigates the influence of Agenda 21 on 
sustainability disclosures on websites of Malaysian local authorities. Agenda 21 is 
an aftermath of the Rio De Janeiro Earth Summit in 1992 to foster improved 
sustainability performance through a community-based approach in Malaysia. They 
report that the adoption of the programme significantly influences local authorities’ 
website sustainability disclosures.   
 
Since corporate sustainability disclosures are voluntary, the discretion of managers 
is useful in the disclosure decision. The new institutional theory is relevant to the 
current study because it will shed light on the pressures that influence corporate 
sustainability disclosures and reporting. Also, this theory is relevant because it can 
decipher the response of companies to the field in order to ensure their legitimacy. 
This study examines the tenets of legitimacy theory because of its ability to reveal 
decoupling of organizational practice from the structures set up to give rise to such 
practice.  
 
2.2.2 Legitimacy Theory   
The earliest documentation on legitimacy theory can be traced to the study of Sethi 
(1975) who states that corporate social responsibility is that corporate behaviour that 
aligns with prevailing social norms, values and expectations (Swaen, 2002). The 
concept of social contract holds that the activities of business organizations should 
comply with social expectations. In the absence of this compliance society will 
withdraw the organizations’ right to continue its operations. Business organizations 
operate within the boundary set by rules, regulations and societal norms. Where 
there is any perceived threat to the business as a result of violation of any rule and 
societal norm, sustainability disclosures are released by the companies. This implies 
that businesses that are prone to legitimacy problems tend to disclose more 
information in order to satisfy the public about their sustainability performance (Guo 
and Zhao, 2011). 
 
Legitimacy theory posits that business organizations disclose their sustainability 
initiatives to legitimize their operations. The businesses that are prone to 
sustainability issues also report more information to minimize criticism from the 
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host community, address stakeholder expectations, build reputation and ultimately 
attract capital (Faisal et al., 2012). Sethi (1975) also indicates that the need for 
corporate social responsibility is linked to organizational quest for legitimacy in the 
presence or absence of legitimacy threats. Guo and Zhao (2011) on legitimacy 
theory identify a number of threats to legitimacy namely negative events and media 
exposure. According to Dobbs and Van Staden (2011), business organizations seek 
‘legitimacy’ from important stakeholders by ensuring that their value system is in 
alignment with the values of the society that hosts the operations of the business. 
Sethi (1975) also discloses that legitimization is characterized by changes in the 
internal decision-making, changes in the perception of the external environment, and 
accountability mechanisms of the business organization. With respect to the third 
notion of legitimacy, corporate disclosures (mandatory/voluntary) are ways through 
which businesses can show that they support certain societal expectations.   
 
The literature on legitimacy theory identifies two approaches to legitimacy namely 
reactive and proactive. The studies (Blacconiere and Patten, 1994; Guo and Zhao, 
2011) undertaken from the reactive approach posit that negative social and 
environmental events are responsible for a company’s social, environmental and 
sustainability disclosure. However, it is not in all cases that businesses have to 
perceive threats from negative events and media exposure before responding 
through corporate disclosures. The argument of the proactive school of legitimacy is 
that positive attitudes toward voluntary sustainability disclosures and attachment of 
positive values to such disclosures can signal existence of organizational legitimacy 
(Dobbs and Van Staden, 2011).  
 
According to Dobbs and Van Staden (2011), absence of the factors identified as 
responsible for driving sustainability reporting such as stakeholder engagement, 
reporting frameworks and verification may reflect weak commitment to genuine 
accountability and offer support for legitimacy theory. Legitimacy theory has also 
been applied by Vourvachis (2008) who examines corporate voluntary disclosures of 
British Airways and Singapore Airlines in the light of some major social accidents 
namely Concorde crash north of Paris in year 2000 and the Singapore Airlines 
accident. The events marked an increase in the level of voluntary social disclosures 
(especially health and safety) by companies. More so, bad publicity arising from the 
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negative events could lead to increased attention from the media. Companies 
respond to this attention by increasing disclosure.   
 
However, the existing use of legitimacy theory has been met with criticisms. 
According to Parker (2005), it overlaps with political economy theory and 
institutional theory. Deephouse and Carter (2005) argue that legitimacy theory is 
synonymous with reputational risk management theory and suggests that there is 
need for the name ‘legitimacy theory’ to be revisited. In the light of the previous 
arguments, Bebbington et al. (2008) concur that legitimacy theory can be reframed 
within institutional or resource-based conceptions of business organizations. Garcia-
Ayuso and Larrinaga (2003) also utilize legitimacy theory to decipher the 
motivations for corporate environmental disclosures. Based on this theory, these 
disclosures are released to build or maintain corporate legitimacy. 
 
There are more studies in foreign contexts that have applied legitimacy theory in 
relation to sustainability reporting. Also, there is a dearth of studies that have 
applied legitimacy theory to corporate sustainability reporting and disclosures in the 
Nigerian context. Also, from the literature it is not apparent that the existence of the 
criticisms of legitimacy theory has reduced the attention of researchers to contribute 
to the issue of sustainability reporting, rather, the researcher sees this unaddressed 
gap as a need to be met. Thus, examining the influences on corporate sustainability 
reporting from the lens of legitimacy theory was carried out in this study.  
 
2.3 Conceptual Framework 
In this section, the concept of sustainability reporting as well as the conceptual 
framework of this study is discussed.  
 
2.3.1 Concept of Corporate Sustainability Reporting 
According to Deegan and Rankin (2006), externalities caused by a business 
organization cannot be accurately measured, neither are they entirely recognized in 
financial accounting; also the likelihood of scarcity caused by resources used in the 
production process do not reflect in market prices of such resources. Consequently, 
financial accounting alone is inadequate to portray a holistic picture of 
organizational performance, except it takes cognizance of sustainability reporting. 
Also, Lozano (2008) proffers an integrational view of sustainability; and argues that 
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business organizations should consider social and environmental implications 
alongside economic impacts. This view has led to an evolving form of corporate 
reporting known as sustainability reporting. 
 
Another perspective of sustainability is the notion of intergenerational-equity, which 
is a core principle required for the sustainable development of any company. This 
study does not intend to measure corporate sustainability from an integrational 
and/or inter-generational perspective, rather it measures sustainability reporting by 
observing the economic, environmental, social and governance indicators in annual 
reports and stand-alone sustainability reports, social responsibility reports and 
citizenship reports of companies.  
Although at the time of the Brundtland report, ‘sustainability’ was a concept used 
within the domain of environmentalists and ecologists, the recent discourse on 
‘sustainability’ has long left this realm because of its multi-disciplinary approach. 
Since the term ‘sustainability’ is often used in several disciplines, it is crucial to 
indicate that this study situates ‘sustainability’ in accounting and by extension 
corporate reporting, hence the term ‘corporate sustainability reporting’ (relating to 
companies). Sustainability reporting transcends environmental reporting because it 
includes reporting of social and economic impacts as well as governance approaches 
to managing the impacts. It provides a better platform for a communication with a 
wide range of business stakeholders. The MOU signed by International Federation 
of Accountants (IFAC) and International Integrated Reporting Council (IIRC) in 
October 2012 was to promote cooperation towards the enhancement of corporate 
reporting. According to Humphrey, O’Dwyer and Unerman (2014), this was the first 
MOU between the IIRC and any other institution pertaining to expanding frontiers 
in corporate reporting.  
 
Now, from past studies reviewed, it is apparent that there is need for sustainability 
reporting based on four aspects which can contribute to its measurement. In order to 
achieve corporate sustainability, a business organization should show commitment 
in actualizing these four areas namely economic, environmental, social, and 
governance. Sustainability as an approach to business ensures that value is created 
for shareholders, and other business stakeholders, while managing risks that arise 
from economic, social and environmental issues. Corporate sustainability also 
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implies that a business organization contributes to sustainable economic 
development by working with internal stakeholders and external societal context, in 
order to improve the larger society. The emphasis of sustainability on economic, 
social and environmental dimensions is synonymous to Profit, People and Planet 
(the 3Ps). These 3Ps are also referred to the triple bottom line.  
 
According to Soyka (2012), corporate sustainability is not just interest in the 
environment, corporate social responsibility or strategic philanthropy, but it is aware 
of the interests of stakeholders; which is ensuring economic viability, while 
maintaining a sustainable environment that is socially reasonable. Although there is 
no hard and fast rule stipulating how sustainability should be applied in business 
organizations, it is a principle that business organizations can apply to every aspect 
of their corporate life. However, sustainability issues can be incorporated into 
corporate practices such as operations, strategy and reporting. Hahn and Kuhnen 
(2013) note that sustainability disclosures can be found in corporate integrated, 
sustainability, social responsibility, environmental, social and annual reports. These 
reports show organizations’ account of commitments and performance in economic, 
environmental, social and governance indicators.  
 
Sustainability reporting has a broad focus compared with social responsibility 
reporting. According to Eccles and Krzus (2010), research on corporate social 
responsibility is usually preoccupied with the business community, while 
sustainability is engrossed with material issues that contribute to sustainable 
development. Laszlo (2003) stated that the contribution of organizations to 
sustainable development represents a potential source of hidden value or risk. Sisaye 
(2012) also buttresses the need for a company’s accounting system to reflect 
changes in the business environment; stemming from the expectation of society and 
business stakeholders that they should behave more responsibly and contribute to 
sustainable development.  
 
According to Soyka (2012), sustainability is not greening, corporate social 
responsibility, corporate responsibility or strategic philanthropy, rather it is based on 
the tenet that corporations face different expectations and pressures from 
stakeholders namely customers, suppliers, competitors, regulators, employees and 
shareholders. Companies that expect to succeed in the long-term will need to find 
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ways to understand and satisfy the expectations of their corporate stakeholders. 
Ernst&Young (2013) state that corporate reporting is expanding to incorporate a 
wider range of business stakeholders as a result of a variety of sustainability 
concerns, such as climate change, pollution, human rights issues and economic 
performance. The inclusion of these issues in corporate reporting is also due to the 
inability of traditional financial accounting to capture them in the assessment of 
financial performance of business organizations. Ballou et al. (2006) also note that 
sustainability reporting involves reporting financial and non-financial information 
that are relevant to operational, social and environmental activities as required by 
business stakeholders.  
Studies (Klynveld Peat Marwick Goerdeler - KPMG, 2008; Muller, 2011) 
acknowledge that economic, environmental and social performances are features of 
sustainability reports. This form of reporting is driven by a growing recognition that 
an organization’s performance can be depicted by economic, environmental, social 
and governance terms. These sustainability issues can materially affect a company’s 
performance; therefore, it is essential that companies improve transparency and 
disclosure on them (to stakeholders), as part of improved corporate governance, and 
contribution to overall sustainable development.  
 
The current state of sustainability reporting can be divided into two parts; namely 
voluntary and mandatory sustainability reporting. Voluntary sustainability reporting 
occurs when managers’ according to their discretion decide what, how and when to 
disclose sustainability information, even, when on the other hand there are no 
mandatory requirements to do so. Mandatory sustainability reporting is one that is 
demanded by the national government or its delegated regulatory authority, such as 
Securities and Exchange Commission that oversees the activities of business 
organizations quoted on the stock market.  
 
Based on Global Reporting Initiative (2011), economic indicators of sustainability 
reporting include revenue, costs arising from operations, cash outflows to capital 
providers in form of dividend, cash outflows to pay for taxes, community 
investments, cost of managing risks or opportunities posed by climate change, 
defined benefit plan obligations, government grants, tax relief and spending on local 
suppliers. The purpose of the economic indicators of sustainability reporting is to 
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measure the impact of organizations on the state of affairs of their local and 
international stakeholders. Specifically, the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) 
recognizes two main aspects of impact with respect to economic indicators namely: 
capital flows from organizations to stakeholders and economic impacts of 
organizations at the national and international level. Financial reporting standards 
such as International Financial Reporting Standards (IFRS) play crucial roles in the 
measurement and reporting of economic transactions. For example, International 
Accounting Standards (IAS) 18 deals with revenue, IAS 2 is on operating costs, IAS 
19 deals with employee wages and benefits, IAS 1 and 7 deal with payments to 
providers of capital, IAS 12 is about payments to government, IAS 19 deals with 
defined benefit plan obligations and IAS 20 deals with financial assistance received 
from government.  
According to Deloitte Global Services Limited (2016a) on IAS 18, revenue is the 
total economic benefits received from the normal operating activities of a business 
and includes goods sold, services rendered, interest, royalties and dividends. This 
implies that a transaction that leads to monetary benefit or inflow to an organization 
can be described as revenue. Usually, operating costs includes raw materials, 
consumables, labour and other costs are deducted from revenue. Deloitte Global 
Services Limited (2016b) stated that IAS 19 is concerned with employee benefits 
which include short-term and long-term benefits.  
 
Short-term benefits are wages, salaries, paid annual leave, profit-sharing and cash 
bonuses, and non-monetary benefits for employees of an organization. Post-
employment employee benefit plans could be defined contribution or benefit plans. 
Defined contribution plans entails that the employer pays definite contributions into 
a separate fund which is expected to have adequate resources to off-set the entire 
benefits of employees who have served in current and prior periods. The employer is 
not liable to pay further contributions or make direct payments to employees in the 
absence of sufficient assets by the fund. On the other hand, in the case of defined 
benefit plans, an employer is under obligation to pay benefits to past and present 
employees. The benefits could cost more or less than expected; return on assets set 
aside to fund the benefits could differ from expectations. These risks are borne by 
the employer (IFRS Foundation education staff, 2013).  
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Based on Deloitte Global Services Limited (2016c), IAS 1 deals with dividend 
payment and it requires the disclosure of dividend proposed before the financial 
statement date which was not distributed to shareholders before that date. Based on 
Deloitte Global Services Limited (2016d) IAS 7 requires the disclosure of dividend 
paid to shareholders under Statement of Cash Flows. Other forms of capital include 
debt and it attracts interest. Although, the ability of a business to pay providers of 
capital is one of the indicators of sustainability reporting, it has been argued that 
payment of dividend while issuing new debt stock could reduce the availability of 
cash to pay existing debt holders of a business in event of financial distress (Healy 
and Palepu, 2001). Recent argument (EC staff consolidated version, 2010) shows 
that disclosures on payments to providers of capital helps to ensure a business is 
adequately managing its capital and predicting claims on future cash flows by 
providers of capital to the business.  
 
Environmental indicators of sustainability include environmental indicators such as 
renewable (non-renewable) materials, recycled materials, fuel/electricity 
consumption, electricity sold, energy conservation, water, greenhouse gas emissions, 
organic pollutants, waste, spills, environmental protection, assessment of suppliers 
and clients based on environmental risks (Global Reporting Initiative, 2013a). 
According to the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (2006), 
environmental indicators of sustainability reporting are those disclosures that show 
the manner in which a company measures, manages and communicates its 
environmental performance. These indicators could pose risk to the long-term value 
of a business. Environmental indicators can be grouped under direct and indirect 
impacts. Direct environmental impacts arise from business operations while indirect 
impacts arise from the supply chain.  
 
Tol (2009) notes that climate change is the mother of all externalities, and this 
makes it more susceptible to change compared to any kind of environmental 
problem. Climate change affects places, including businesses, and the livelihoods of 
people. It is one of the results of carbon emissions and pollution. There is a need for 
the issue of carbon emission to be addressed by businesses due to its economic, 
environmental and social implications. The economic effects of climate change were 
based on some indices such as extent of global warming, sea level rise, changes in 
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rainfall. The economic effects of climate change were based on physical impacts of 
each of these indices and a price was given to each physical impact and it was added 
up.  
 
The concern of studies such as Carroll (2009), and Doran and Quinn (2009) has 
been to ascertain the risks and opportunities emanating from climate change, 
financial implications such risks, opportunities, and costs incurred to manage the 
risks or opportunities. The implication of approaching climate change disclosures 
from these perspectives is to forestall the occurrence of financial risks arising from 
inadequate management of climate change and other environmental issues. 
According to Thistlethwaite (2015), since the 1989 Exxon Valdez spill, there has 
been establishment of the link between a company’s environmental performance and 
financial risk. Consequently, climate change risk disclosure is essential for 
companies to improve their financial stability as they provide information on 
potential risks generated by investment in areas of their operations exposed to 
climate change impacts. It is also important for companies to improve accountability 
in the area of sustainability by providing information that providers of capital can 
utilize in aligning their investments with companies seeking to reduce their exposure 
to climate change.  
 
In the oil and gas sector, there are several environmental impacts associated with 
upstream and downstream activities. Some of these impacts are oil spills, gas flaring 
and venting, discharges of chemical wastes, water contamination, soil and sediment 
contamination, destruction of farmland and marine environment (Ite et al., 2013). 
Oil spills have been found to be a source of environmental issues and occur when 
liquid petroleum hydrocarbon arising from human activity diffuse into land and 
marine areas. They also release harmful substances into the environment. Egbe and 
Thompson (2010) state that oil spills can be categorized into four namely minor, 
medium, major and catastrophic spills. The difference between the four groups lies 
in the volume of the spills. When more than 250 barrels of oil are discharged in 
offshore or coastal waters, a major oil spill is said to have occurred. On the other 
hand, a catastrophic oil spill occurs when there is a pipeline rupture or storage tank 
failure which is detrimental to public health.  
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Another aspect of sustainability reporting includes social indicators. According to 
Otusanya et al. (2012), anti-social practices of organizations have economic and 
political implications on countries. These anti-social practices have overriding effect 
on a country’s Gross Domestic Product (GDP). These social practices relate to 
employees, governance, host community, corruption, suppliers and supply chain, 
amongst other business stakeholders. The Center for Corporate Citizenship and 
Ernst&Young LLP (2013) note that these practices also pose risks that might have 
significant financial impacts on their business value. However, managing these risks 
could help reduce their financial implications, thus, resulting in higher market 
returns for investors. The issue of corporate social practices is a source of 
sustainability because businesses that have good return on capital employed but fail 
to manage the risks associated with social practices could have their returns lose 
value with time.  
 
Social indicators of sustainability reporting show the organizational performance in 
reducing the risks associated with inadequate training of employees on health and 
safety, local community development programmes, stakeholder engagement, anti-
corruption policies and procedures, assessment of suppliers based on impacts on 
society and identification of negative impacts on society in the supply chain. These 
risks could further lead to costs such as insurance, medical, compensation for lives 
lost, legal, and could further affect the goodwill of the organization.  
 
Governance indicators of sustainability reporting show the board of directors’ 
approach to improving environmental, social and economic performance of 
organizations. The governance disclosures include structure, composition and 
competencies of the board of directors, highest governance body’s role in strategy 
setting, tenure and conflicts of interest of board members, remuneration (fixed pay, 
bonuses, allowances), role of the board in management of sustainability impacts, 
role of the board in risk management, whistle blowing mechanisms (Global 
Reporting Initiative, 2013a). 
 
2.3.2 Conceptual Framework of the Study 
Based on the new institutional theory, the institutions in the environment of business 
organizations (Securities and Exchange Commission, Central Bank of Nigeria, 
Financial institutions, Big Four accounting firms, Successful organizations within 
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the industry and Business organizations within the Industry) can pressure business 
organizations to engage in corporate reporting of sustainability information. In a bid 
to align with these institutions in the environment, business organizations may 
engage the practice of reporting without a change in the structures that should 
improve accountability. A model of this conceptual view is given in Figure 2.1.  
 
In line with the new institutional and legitimacy theories, a conceptual framework 
was developed. Thus, this study examines whether and how organizational field 
pressures (SEC Code of Corporate Governance, CBN Sustainability Reporting 
Principles, Reporting Practices of other organizations in the industry that are 
successful, size, relationship with big four accounting firms, relationship with 
foreign financial institutions, foreign presence, industry affiliation, membership of 
external bodies that govern sustainability reporting such as UNEP, UNGC and 
IPIECA, influence corporate sustainability reporting. It further examines whether 
sustainability reporting practice is decoupled (separated) from structures in business 
organizations.  
 
Figure 2.1 shows that in the environment of business organizations, there are 
pressures such as the SEC Code of Corporate Governance, CBN Sustainability 
Reporting Principles, Reporting Practices of other organizations in the industry that 
are successful, size, relationship with big four accounting firms, relationship with 
foreign financial institutions, foreign presence, industry affiliation, membership of 
external bodies that govern sustainability reporting such as UNEP, UNCG and 
IPIECA.  
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Figure 2.1: Conceptual Framework of Sustainability Reporting, Organizational Field        
                   and Internal Organizational Structures 
Source: Researcher (2017) 
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Based on Scott (2001), the behaviour of individuals (managers) and organizations 
are strongly influenced by various networks and interactions. Conceptually, the new 
institutional theoretical framework addresses the role of forces in the organizational 
field in understanding the behaviour of organizations and individuals with respect to 
corporate sustainability reporting. Also, the new institutional theory proposes that 
managers align with external influences on corporate disclosure practices in order to 
gain legitimacy from the society. Legitimacy, in the view of Dobbs and Van Staden 
(2011) is the absence of any real effort toward accountability as a reason for certain 
corporate disclosures. In their opinion, accountability can be depicted when the 
disclosures go through formalized systems. When business organizations want to 
gain legitimacy their reporting practices may be decoupled (separated) from their 
structures. In this study, the measures of these organizational structures are 
stakeholder engagement, sustainability reporting framework, assurance and board of 
director committee supervision. These factors are within the internal control of 
business organizations. Researchers (Adams, 2002; Haider, 2010) have emphasized 
the role of the organizational context of business organizations in the development 
of social and ethical reporting and accountability towards same. Sustainability 
reporting covers social and ethical reporting; it is important to know how it develops 
from an institutional perspective.  
 
There are a number of prior studies in sustainability reporting of business 
organizations in developed economies such as United States of America, United 
Kingdom, Spain, amongst others. Some studies have been carried out in less 
developed countries like Nigeria. However, an assessment of the evolution of 
sustainability reporting shows that it evolved from social reporting and 
environmental reporting. In Nigeria, studies on environmental reporting have been 
conducted. However, there is dearth of studies on sustainability reporting. The 
influences of factors in the organizational field have also not been assessed in the 
Nigerian context. Also, earlier studies examining the factors influencing corporate 
transparency in relation to social and environmental reporting issues have employed 
economic based theories such as political economy and stakeholder theory. 
However, scholars (Adams, 2002; Adams and McNicholas, 2007) have called for 
more robust studies that explore the organizational and organizational field levels in 
relation to corporate reporting. At the organizational field level, they advocated that 
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studies can examine how members in this field view sustainability reporting and 
how these organizational field members contribute to the institutionalization of 
sustainability reporting.  
 
In order to measure the influence of the organizational field on corporate 
sustainability reporting practice in Nigeria, quantitative and qualitative research 
methods were used. Quantitative approach entails capturing the quantity of 
sustainability reporting on a disclosure index from 0 to 1. Furthermore, the nature of 
sustainability reporting by companies before and after the dates of SEC Code of 
Corporate Governance 2011 and Central Bank of Nigeria Sustainability Banking 
Principles 2012 are examined. According to Covaleski et al. (1996), interpretive 
approach to research depends on organizational theories. New institutional and 
legitimacy theories are examples of theories upon which interpretive perspective to 
research can be applied. Interpretivist approach draws from qualitative research 
methods and key decision makers within business organizations were required to 
provide their perceptions of members of in the business environment. The reports 
communicated to external users or stakeholders by business organizations are often 
pre-determined by key decision makers that operate within the organization. Ajinkya 
et al. (2003) revealed that managers may have incentives to disclosure or not. This 
can be attributed to a distinct set of internal, external constraints, and business 
uncertainties (Moorthy et al., 2012). There is no one optimal corporate disclosure 
and reporting framework for companies because of their distinct perspectives about 
the pressures they are faced with in the business environment.  
 
According to Adams (2002), the main social reporting theories (stakeholders, 
legitimacy and political economy) used to explain corporate social, environmental 
and sustainability disclosures have only been able to provide partial explanation. 
This lacuna has drawn the attention of researchers to offer new insights into the 
discourse on sustainability reporting. In the view of Baker and Bettner (1997), even 
though accounting research makes increasing use of interpretive and critical 
perspectives, the studies using this perspective are not common. Tregidga et al. 
(2012) point out that interpretive perspective to corporate reporting is not new. 
Studies that identify and seek to explain the drivers and motivation for sustainability 
reporting argue that interpretive approach can best explain these drivers (O’Dwyer, 
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2002; Buhr, 2002; Belal and Owen, 2007; Farneti and Guthrie, 2009; Bebbington et 
al., 2009; Dobbs and Van Staden, 2011).   
 
In the context of corporate disclosure and reporting, this approach to research is 
concerned with the interpretations and meanings that corporate actors have about a 
particular phenomena. Tregidga et al. (2012) further posit that interpretive 
approaches allow the internal and external contexts to be linked. The context of what 
is reported and decision to disclose is very important in understanding the 
information contained in sustainability reports and decision to disclose sustainability 
information. Adams (2002) emphasizes that corporate disclosures are within a 
general and internal organizational context and that this context affects the 
behaviour and motive towards and the content of the corporate disclosures. Lehman 
(2011) provides a succinct description of interpretive research and emphasizes that 
local and specific factors must be considered when designing accounting and 
reporting systems.  
 
Studies (Adams, 2002; Kaspersen, 2013; Krongkaew-Arreya and Setthasakko, 2013) 
are foundational in the interpretive approach to research on sustainability reporting. 
A departure from the popular theories such as stakeholder and signaling to research 
on sustainability reporting may provide room for greater improvement on what 
companies report. For business organizations to be more accountable for their 
ethical, social and environmental impacts, Adams (2002) examined the reporting 
(internal) environment. The internal environment also comprised attitude towards 
aspects of reporting. Kaspersen (2013) posits that an understanding of the systems 
and processes that support corporate disclosures is crucial to contribute to research 
aimed at determining the reporting environment, role of stakeholder engagement and 
motives for including (or excluding) certain impacts of organizational operations. 
The approaches of Kaspersen (2013) include in-depth case study and engagement 
with organizational members. Krongkaew-Arreya and Setthasakko (2013) argue that 
in-depth studies on business organizations can enhance the practice of sustainability 
reporting and improve actual sustainability performance.   
 
According to Lehman (2011), research in accounting can respond to social, 
environmental and other sustainability challenges such as energy, greenhouse gas 
emissions, pollution, waste, water usage, employee benefits, safety, stakeholder 
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engagement, anti-corruption procedures, using interpretive approach. Tregidga et al. 
(2007) particularly note that no substantial research has been carried out regarding 
the process and environment of reporting, information contents and relevance of the 
reports. Legitimacy theory has been used by prior studies to decipher the 
sustainability reporting process noting that companies engage in sustainability 
disclosures to maintain their right to operate within the society. Tregidga et al. 
(2007) further argues that research on the process and context and interpretations of 
information disclosed is needed if organizational legitimacy is to be seriously 
addressed. The researcher that does not adopt this stance to SES reporting may stand 
the danger of conforming to the reporting benchmark set by the business 
organization, whether the disclosures portray corporate accountability or not.  
 
The factors driving sustainability reporting are numerous and it may be 
impracticable to cover all of them in a single study. Therefore, the interpretive 
approach to the study of sustainability reporting will be carried out on the specific 
variables in the process and context of reporting as indicated by decision makers in 
business organizations. Hibbitt (1998) affirms that researchers working within the 
interpretive paradigm are concerned with gaining understanding of the process 
which takes place in the social world from the perspective of the human actors 
contained therein.   
 
An interpretive research approach may be the solution to the organizational inertia 
and the lack of involvement of accountants inhibiting changes towards corporate 
sustainability behaviour (Macve, 2000; Adams and Larrinaga-Gonzalez, 2007). In 
the view of Adams and McNicholas (2007), adequate knowledge of managers in 
integrating sustainability issues in decision making is important in overcoming the 
hurdles faced by organizations’ implementation of sustainability reporting.  
Consequently, interpretive studies can ultimately serve as pointers to how the 
change towards sustainability reporting can occur. Thoradeniya et al. (2015) voiced 
that the social pressures and behavioural control of decision makers can influence 
sustainability reporting. The focus of interpretive approach to research is to assess 
the perception of decision makers about the presence or absence of factors that 
influence or slow down implementation of certain behaviour (Ajzen, 2005). The 
social pressures and behavioural control can be found within the organization’s 
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environment and the decision makers’ perception of these factors can contribute 
largely to their behavioural intentions regarding sustainability reporting.  
 
2.3.3 Gap in the Literature 
Studies such as Belal and Cooper (2011), Joseph and Taplin (2012), and Sobhani 
and Amran (2012) have used new institutional theory to assess the determinants of 
sustainability reporting. There have also been studies such as Garcia-Ayuso and 
Larrinaga (2003), Vourvachis (2008) and Dobbs and Van Staden (2011) that use 
legitimacy theory to explain sustainability reporting. However, the inter-connection 
between new institutional theory and legitimacy theory as noted by Damayanthi and 
Rajapakse (2013) show that organizations engage in practices that are acceptable 
and deemed as appropriate to the wider society or institutions in their organizational 
field to gain their acceptance. In response to engaging in reporting practices that are 
deemed as appropriate to the wider society, reporting practices may be decoupled or 
separated from organizational processes. Damayanthi and Rajapakse (2013) employ 
the use of new institutional and legitimacy theories to explain corporate reporting, 
and argued that a combination of the two theories at a point in time could better 
explain factors influencing corporate reporting. However, whether institutional field 
factors and internal structures influence sustainability reporting in a single study has 
not yet been fully explored in the Nigerian context. In order to cover this gap in the 
literature, this study extends analysis to examine whether institutional field factors 
and internal organizational factors are responsible for sustainability reporting.  
 
One of the problems faced by previous studies is in devising an appropriate method 
to investigate how improvements in the reporting performance in terms of quality 
and quantity can be achieved. Uwuigbe (2011) employs longitudinal approach to 
establish the relationship between voluntary disclosures on one hand and a number 
of corporate characteristics namely firm size, age, leverage, profitability. Fewer 
studies have examined how corporate management’s perceptions directly influence 
corporate disclosures. Arguments of Cormier et al. (2004) in understanding 
managers’ perceptions about corporate disclosures could reveal how corporate actors 
react to sustainability issues and explain why certain information are provided or not 
by business organizations.  
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Consequently, planning a research approach to develop a framework of determinants 
of sustainability reporting is of utmost importance in this study. The researcher also 
sought to understand the perceptions of organizational actors (Saunders et al., 2007) 
towards corporate sustainability reporting. This is because it is possible that they 
interpret their roles in sustainability reporting in line with the meanings they give 
these roles. Hence, the researcher has to go beyond information in corporate reports 
to business managers in order to comprehend their views on sustainability reporting. 
The researcher deduces that the interpretivism research philosophy is important 
because what corporate business organizations report is a product of a particular set 
of circumstances and individuals, what they interpret and understand (Saunders et 
al., 2007) to make up sustainability reporting. Salzmann et al. (2005) point to the 
need for future studies to assess individual arguments and the corresponding success 
factors and barriers to sustainability reporting. The interpretive approach is used 
with assessing determinants of sustainability reporting from companies’ institutional 
field and reporting process. In addition to exploring the determinants of 
sustainability reporting in Nigeria, this study also measured the actual sustainability 
disclosure in annual reports or stand-alone reports using a disclosure index.  
 
A summary of the literature review is provided in Table 2.1a and Table 2.1b. 
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Table 2.1a: Summary of Theories and Literature Reviewed on Determinants of 
Corporate Sustainability Reporting 
 Variables Predicted Signs 
by the Theories 
Mostly Reported in 
Empirical 
Literature 
Empirical 
Evidence 
Critique 
 Size + (New 
Institutional 
theory) 
 
 
+ Cormier and 
Magnan (2003), 
Quick (2008) 
De Villiers et al. 
(2014) 
The subject matter of the study of Cormi    
(2003) was on environmental reporting, w  
incorporating other sustainability reportin   
Quick (2008) did not assess how size in r   
other variables influence sustainability re   
 Regulation + (New 
Institutional 
Theory) 
- Kuhn et al. (n.d.), 
Bell and 
Lundblad (2011) 
Regulation cannot be assessed as a determ   
sustainability reporting in isolation becau    
need for monitoring and guidance from c  
regulators. Hence, there is a need to cont  
assess sustainability reporting beyond the   
mandatory reporting guidelines were intr  
 Accounting 
Firm 
+ (New 
Institutional 
Theory) 
 
+ Barako (2007), 
Lan et al. (2013), 
Fernandez-Feijoo 
et al. (2016) 
Accounting firm variable could have bee    
include Big four, medium and small firm    
assist in deciphering the influence of eac    
sustainability disclosures.  
 Membership of 
Governance 
Bodies  
+ (New 
Institutional 
Theory) 
 
+ Adeniyi (2016), 
Weber et al. 
(2016) 
The studies were based on financial insti   
there was no empirical analysis to determ   
manner in which membership of governa    
particular to any industrial sector influen  
sustainability reporting.   
 Reporting of 
the Most 
Successful 
+ (New 
Institutional 
Theory) 
 
+  Aerts et al. 
(2006), De 
Villiers and 
Alexander (2010) 
Industry leadership is not only a function    
measures of industry leadership are reven  
profitability and market share.  
Source: Compiled from Literature Review (2017) 
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Table 2.1b: Summary of Theories and Literature Reviewed on Determinants of 
Corporate Sustainability Reporting 
 Variables Predicted Signs 
by the Theories 
Mostly Reported in 
Empirical 
Literature 
Empirical Evidence Critique 
 Foreign 
Presence 
+ (New 
Institutional 
Theory) 
- Amran and Devi (2008), 
Asaolu et al. (2011) 
Foreign affiliation cannot be ass   
isolation because there are other   
combine with foreign presence t   
sustainability reporting.  
 Stakeholder 
Engagement 
+ (Legitimacy 
Theory) 
- Murguia and Bohling, 
(2013), Brandt (2015) 
The studies assessed the extent   
engagement without incorporati   
factors in the reporting process   
assurance and board committee.  
 Sustainability 
Framework 
+ (Legitimacy 
Theory) 
- Cahaya (2011) The presence of factors measuri    
of the sustainability reporting pr    
guarantee high level sustainabili   
There is a need for clear explana   
sustainability issues in a compan  
framework.  
 Assurance + (Legitimacy 
Theory) 
 
- Zhou (2010), Faisal et al. 
(2012), The Association of 
Chartered Certified 
Accountants and Net 
Balance Foundation (2012), 
Sam and Tiong (2015) 
Assurance is expensive for com   
influence of assurance on sustai  
reporting should not be examine    
This is because larger companie    
more financial resources for ass  
compared to smaller companies   
 Board 
Committee 
+ (Legitimacy 
Theory) 
 
 
 
+ Rubbens et al. (2002), 
Ricart et al. (2005), Hassan 
(2010), Eccles et al. (2012), 
Rankin et al. (2011), 
Amran et al. (2014), Tamoi 
et al. (2014) 
There were no other reporting p   
other than board committee.   
In the area of methodology, the  
measured the presence of sustai  
reporting without assessing the    
reports. 
Source: Compiled from Literature Review (2017) 
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CHAPTER THREE 
METHODOLOGY 
 
3.0 Preface 
This chapter is made up of the layout of the methods that are employed in executing 
the objectives of the current study. The chapter begins by explaining the research 
philosophy and approach which determined the choice of methods that are used in 
carrying out this study. The chapter also includes description of the research design, 
research methods, study population, sample size, sampling technique, data gathering 
method, sources of data, instruments for data collection, description of 
questionnaire, validity and reliability of instruments, its data analysis, instruments of 
data analysis, model specification, and model estimation technique. More so, the 
variables in the model that were used in this study were explained.  
 
3.1 Research Design 
This study achieved its objectives by employing a longitudinal research design. This 
is because longitudinal research design involves repeated observations of the same 
units (companies in this study) over a period of time (2010 to 2014). This study also 
employed survey research design to extract data from corporate respondents on the 
factors influencing sustainability reporting. The dependent variable is the quantity of 
sustainability reporting in corporate annual reports and stand-alone reports. The 
measurement technique for the dependent variable (sustainability reporting) is a 56 
item sustainability reporting index adapted from Global Reporting Initiative (2011). 
In line with prior studies such as Meek et al. (1995), Faisal et al. (2012) and Cyriac 
(2013), sustainability reporting is calculated in this study as a dichotomous equally 
weighted index. All the disclosure items are equally weighted and each of the 56 
expected items present in corporate reports are attributed a score of ‘1’ and a score 
of ‘0’ is given to imply the absence of the disclosure.  
 
A disclosure index is used to ascertain the level of inclusion of such information in 
annual reports or sustainability reports. The disclosure index is made up of a list of 
sustainability reporting indicators. This approach to measuring the dependent 
variable is not new to the sustainability reporting literature as it has been used in 
84 
 
prior studies such as Dilling (2016). In this study there are four (4) indicators of 
sustainability reporting namely economic, environmental, social and governance. 
Based on the view of Joseph (2010), the disclosure index method reduces the 
problem of double counting in the content analysis method. According to Scaltrito 
(2015), the content analysis method is concerned with the number of words and 
sentences on particular information while disclosure index entails measuring the 
level of information reported in corporate reports using a set of pre-determined 
elements.  
 
The essence of the survey of corporate actors was to determine their perceptions on 
the importance of factors within the Nigerian context that influence sustainability 
reporting and the performance attached to such factors. The corporate respondent 
was selected from either investor relations, corporate reporting, finance department, 
environmental or sustainability department of the companies in line with previous 
studies such as Adams (2002), Buhr (2002), O’Dwyer (2002), Adams (2004), 
Adams and Larrinaga-Gonzalez (2007), Adams and McNicholas (2007), Belal and 
Owen (2007), Nakabiito and Udechukwu (2008), Wallen and Wasserfaller (2008), 
Adams and Whelan (2009), Bebbington et al. (2009), Farneti and Guthrie (2009), 
Dobbs and Van Staden (2011) and Kaspersen (2013). By relying on the judgment 
and perception of key decision makers in business organizations, Cormier et al. 
(2004) advocate that understanding the influence of managers’ views on 
environmental disclosures could assist regulators in charting courses towards change 
in such disclosures and shed light into the reporting process. Also, more insight can 
be derived from studies that seek to decipher the perception of corporate actors 
towards the factors responsible for corporate sustainability reporting. This survey 
evidence was necessary to complement quantitative information gathered from 
annual reports of business organizations in line with prior studies such as Adams 
(2002), and Bebbington et al. (2009), seeking to provide evidence of the factors that 
contribute to the initiation of various forms of voluntary reporting. 
 
3.2 Study Population 
The study population was made up of listed companies in the oil and gas, industrial 
goods, consumer goods and banking sectors in Nigeria. According to data accessed 
from the listed companies’ Directory of the Nigerian Stock Exchange (2015), there 
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are fifteen (15) universal banks, twenty four (24) companies in the industrial goods 
sector, twenty eight (28) companies in the consumer goods sector and fourteen (14) 
oil and gas companies; these sums up to a total of eighty one (81) companies.  
 
Table 3.1 shows the market segmentation on the main board of the Nigerian Stock 
Exchange. According to the Nigerian Stock Exchange (NSE) (2015), the financial 
services, consumer goods, industrial goods and oil and gas sectors contribute 40 
percent, 29 percent, 20 percent and 5 percent respectively to the NSE’s market 
segmentation. Since these sectors contribute the largest based on market 
segmentation of the NSE, it is important to assess how their reporting practices 
incorporate sustainability reporting.  
 
The population for the survey consists of 81 companies representing the number of 
companies in the financial services, consumer goods, industrial goods and oil and 
gas sectors on the NSE. According to the Nigerian Stock Exchange (2015), the 
companies in the consumer goods sector produce and manufacture consumables 
used by different categories of individuals and which are not used for further 
production. They are also known as finished goods. They include companies 
involved in manufacturing of automobiles/auto parts, household durable goods, 
textiles and apparel, food, beverage and tobacco products.  
 
The industrial goods sector is made up of business organizations that are involved in 
manufacturing and distributing goods used in engineering, building, electricity 
industry and other industries for large-scale industrial and consumption purposes. In 
this sector goods are produced for commercial purposes. The oil and gas sector 
includes business organizations operating in the upstream and downstream 
petroleum industry. Companies in this sector also explore, produce, market, refine, 
transport petroleum products, and other consumable fuels. The banking sector 
includes business organizations that provide financial services and are engaged in 
providing services as lenders of financial resources. This study focuses on business 
organizations that are listed on the NSE because their corporate annual reports are 
published.  
 
The inclusion of business organizations in the banking sector which is a part of the 
financial services sector stems from Brennan and Solomon (2008) who point out the 
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need for corporate accountability to stakeholders by organizations in the financial 
service sector. As at 2011, there was also a GRI sustainability reporting guideline 
for business organizations in the financial services sector. Also, the business 
organizations in this sector can demonstrate how they also influence their clients to 
be accountable in terms of sustainability issues. Therefore, more research into this 
extended accountability is needed on business organizations in the financial services 
sector. As previously argued in the literature, the business organizations in the 
financial services sector are not directly prone to sustainability issues, rather, 
through their activities and operations with other businesses, they can be held 
accountable for their sustainability impacts.  
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Table 3.1: Market Segmentation on the Main Board of the Nigerian Stock  
       Exchange 
Sector Contribution to the Nigerian Stock Exchange (NSE) 
Financial Services 40% 
Consumer Goods 29% 
Industrial Goods 20% 
Oil and Gas 5% 
Source: The Nigerian Stock Exchange (NSE) (2015) 
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3.3 Sampling Technique and Size  
Sample size for this study is determined using the Yamane (1967) formula as cited 
in Puszczak et al. (2013). The formula is stated as follows:   
 
           
 
       
 
where  
n is the sample size 
N is the population size 
 e is the level of precision (given as 5% in this study) 
 
This formula is used because it provides a scientific explanation for the computation 
of the sample size employed in this study.  
 
3.3.1 Sample Size - Secondary Data 
Based on the formula above, a population of eighty one results in a sample size of 
sixty seven companies. Applying purposive sampling technique to the sample size, 
the sample size is 9 companies in the oil and gas sector, 11 companies in the 
industrial goods sector, 20 companies in the consumer goods sector and 14 
companies in the banking sectors. According to Ilker et al. (2016), purposive 
sampling technique entails concentrating on people with particular features who can 
provide information on a research subject. In this study, purposive sampling 
technique was used because companies were selected using a number of criteria. In 
assessing sustainability reporting, this study had criteria for inclusion of business 
organizations in the sample. The criteria are: exclusion of companies that were 
delisted from the Nigerian Stock Exchange (NSE), exclusion of companies with 
incomplete annual reports (where only financial performance was presented and 
reported) and exclusion of companies whose shares were not listed on the NSE in 
year 2010.  
 
 
 
n          =                     N 
           1+N(e)^2 
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3.3.2 Sample Size for Survey  
The population of eighty one (81) companies was used to determine the size of the 
sample. Applying convenience sampling technique to the sample size, the sample 
size is 14 oil and gas companies, 24 industrial goods companies, 28 consumer goods 
companies and 15 banks. These companies were selected from the banking, oil and 
gas, consumer goods and industrial goods sectors of the Nigerian Stock Exchange 
(NSE). The list of companies in the banking sector, oil and gas sector, consumer 
goods and industrial goods sectors from the NSE was used to locate the companies. 
 
The convenience sampling technique was used in the survey. According to Ilker et 
al. (2016), convenience sampling involves selecting persons who were easily 
accessible, available at a given time and willing to participate to respond to a survey. 
The corporate members who responded to the survey were selected using 
convenience sampling.  
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Table 3.2: Computation of Usable Annual Reports   
 2014 
Total Companies in Banking Sector 15 
Less: Unfiled annual reports 1 
Less: Not listed as at 2010 - 
Less: Delisted during the years under consideration - 
Usable annual reports 14 
  
Total Companies in the Oil and Gas sector 14 
Less: Unfiled annual reports 2 
Less: Not listed as at 2010 2 
Less: Delisted during the years under consideration 1 
Usable annual reports 9 
  
Total Companies in the Consumer Goods Sector 28 
Less: Unfiled annual reports 3 
Less: Not listed as at 2010 3 
Less: Delisted during the years under consideration 2 
Usable annual report 20 
  
Total Companies in the Industrial Goods Sector 24 
Less: Unfiled annual reports 5 
Less: Not listed as at 2010 5 
Less: Delisted during the years under consideration 3 
Usable annual report 11 
Total Usable Annual Reports 54 
Source: Researcher’s Compilation (2017)  
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3.4 Data Gathering Method 
3.4.1 Sources of Data 
In order to actualize the objectives outlined in chapter one of this study, both 
primary and secondary data were employed. Primary data was collected using 
questionnaires and administered to decision makers in selected business 
organizations. Secondary data was collected from annual reports (or where 
available, stand alone sustainability reports) of companies in the oil and gas, 
industrial goods, consumer goods and banking sectors in Nigeria. Also, secondary 
data was collected from internet materials of business organizations that were 
included in the sample size. Samples of the questionnaires and the disclosure index 
used in this study are available in Appendix II and I respectively.    
 
3.4.2 Research Instrument  
This section contains a description of the research instrument used to collect primary 
data and secondary data from the business organizations.  
 
a. Research Instrument for Primary Data – Questionnaire  
Based on the research objectives which the current study sought to actualize, 
information was gathered from decision makers within business organizations using 
questionnaire. The views and perceptions of corporate actors can only be available 
when collected from them using survey. Prior studies such as Owolabi (2001), 
Cormier et al. (2004), Aerts et al. (2006), Owolabi (2007), and Belal and Owen 
(2007) affirm the appropriateness of primary data in assessing the views and 
perceptions of issues using questionnaire. The questions in the questionnaire were 
designed based on factors that are responsible for corporate sustainability reporting 
identified in the literature review.  
 
The views of corporate actors in business organizations were collected through 
questionnaires. The rationale for including their views in this study is based on new 
institutional theory, which posits that managers create rationales about the pressures 
influencing corporate reporting and these rationales can influence the actual 
reporting practice. These information producers were required to ascertain the 
pressures influencing sustainability reporting, while estimating the quantity of 
information that these pressures could generate.  
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The questionnaire is designed to ascertain the views of decision makers on the 
importance of factors in the organizational field that influence sustainability 
reporting. In the first section of the questionnaire, respondents are required to rate 
the factors on a scale of Extremely Important, Important, Slightly Important and Not 
Important.  
 
In the second section of the questionnaire, corporate respondents are required to rate 
the performance of the aforementioned factors on a scale Strongly Agree, Agree, 
Disagree and Strongly Disagree. The third section of the same questionnaire requires 
corporate respondents to rate the level of sustainability reporting of their 
organization on a scale of high, medium and low. Also, respondents are required to 
indicate which industry their organization belongs, their department, highest 
academic qualification, professional qualification, number of years spent in that 
organization. The first, second and third sections of the questionnaire pertain to 
hypothesis four.  
 
b. Research Instrument for Secondary Data - Sustainability 
Reporting Index 
In determining the presence of sustainability reporting, the disclosure occurrence 
method of content analysis technique was applied to the information in corporate 
reports and sustainability reports. According to Joseph and Taplin (2011), there are 
two ways of applying content analysis technique. These mechanisms are disclosure 
occurrence and disclosure abundance method. These methods are used to ascertain 
the content of corporate disclosures. The disclosure abundance method entails 
counting pages, words, or sentences on a checklist of disclosure items. The demerit 
of this method is that it can lead to double counting when a particular item on the 
checklist of disclosure items is counted twice or more because it occurs more than 
once in the actual report. The disclosure occurrence method recognizes the presence 
of disclosure in the corporate report as ‘1’ and the absence of disclosure as ‘0’; after 
which the total disclosure is determined. It can also result in a more predictable 
measurement of sustainability reporting. Based on the review of literature, varying 
indicators have been used to measure sustainability reporting (Bennett et al., 2011; 
Michelon and Parbonetti, 2012; Schonbohm and Hofmann, 2012; Ching et al., 2013; 
Ching et al., 2014; Global Reporting Initiative, 2013a). After examining the various 
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measures of sustainability reporting used previously, the researcher concluded that a 
modified version of the GRI guidelines can be used in this study as disclosure index 
(see Appendix I).  
 
3.5 Validity and Reliability of Research Instrument 
This section explains the validity and reliability of the questionnaires and the 
reporting index.  
a. Validity and Reliability of Sustainability Reporting Index 
The validity and reliability of the disclosure index was carried out in this study. 
According to Joseph (2010), the disclosure of at least one item in the disclosure 
index by at least one organization showed that all the items in the index were 
relevant. A pilot study of the content of sustainability reporting of ten (10) percent 
of the population was carried out. Based on the total population of 81 companies, 8 
companies were engaged in this pilot study for the purpose of ascertaining whether 
their 2010 and 2014 corporate reports featured items in the reporting index. The 
company reports involved in the pilot study were those pertaining to the following 
namely: 7-Up Bottling Company, Dangote Flour Mills Plc, Ashaka Cement Plc, 
Beta Glass Plc, Diamond Bank Plc, FCMB Group Plc, BECO Petroleum Plc and 
Conoil Plc. The results of the pilot study showed that at least 6 out of 56 items were 
reported on the disclosure index of the companies.  
 
b. Validity and Reliability of Questionnaire 
The instrument referred to in this section is the questionnaire. The test of validity 
and reliability of the questionnaire was carried out in this study. In line with prior 
study by Awang and Mohammad (2015), the validity and reliability of the 
questionnaire was carried out. Content validity was used to assess the validity of the 
questionnaire. Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was used to measure the reliability of 
the questionnaire. Content validity of the questionnaire was carried out by 
circulating five (5) copies of the questionnaire to scholars (researchers) with interest 
in corporate reporting.  
 
In this study, reliability of the scale developed to assess the factors influencing 
sustainability reporting was ascertained using Cronbach’s alpha which was 
computed using IBM Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS). The computed 
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Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the factors influencing sustainability reporting scale 
of 44 items was 0.941. In order to test for reliability of the scale used to gather data 
used in this study, Cronbach’s alpha test was conducted on the 50 items in the 
questionnaire. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was 0.903, and this implied very 
good internal consistency of the scale based on Pallant (2011). This coefficient is 
higher than the prescribed 0.7 value.   
 
3.6 Methods of Data Analysis 
3.6.1 Method of Data Analysis for Survey  
Preliminary data analysis refers to use of descriptive statistics in interpretation of 
data. These descriptive statistics include frequencies, means and standard deviation. 
On the other hand, advanced data analysis entails the use of statistical tools to test 
the hypotheses. The data for hypothesis four (H04) was subjected to Direct Oblimin 
rotated principal components factor analysis. Factor analysis is deemed to be most 
useful for this hypothesis because the entire factors identified in the literature needed 
to be summarized (Pallant, 2011). This is to ascertain the factors influencing 
sustainability reporting. Also, factor analysis can identify the relationship(s) among 
the independent variables based on earlier studies such as Cormier et al. (2004), 
Aerts et al. (2006) and Owolabi (2007). Also, the suitability of factor analysis in this 
study is confirmed by a Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) value of not less than 0.6 as 
prescribed by Kaiser (1970, as cited in Pallant, 2011). According to Pallant (2011), 
the KMO value is a measure of sampling adequacy.  
 
Based on Pallant (2011), in assessing the factorability of the primary data, Barlett’s 
test of sphericity value was determined. IBM Statistical Package for Social Sciences 
(SPSS) version 17 used the eigenvalue of greater than one (>1) criterion for factor 
extraction. This is in line with prior studies that have employed principal component 
analysis in data analysis. The Scree plot was also used to determine the factors that 
were retained. In line with prior studies components above the major change in the 
plot were retained.  
 
3.6.2 Method of Data Analysis for Secondary Data 
Data collected using the disclosure index was subjected to preliminary and advanced 
analysis. Preliminary data analysis refers to use of descriptive statistics in 
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SRI = f(SECCGC, CBNSBP, ACCTF, MEGBPI, MEGBNPI, FORPR, SZE, ROMS)   (1) 
interpretation of data. These descriptive statistics include frequencies, means and 
standard deviation. On the other hand, advanced data analysis entails the use of 
statistical tools to test the hypotheses. The data for hypothesis one (H01) was 
analysed using repeated measures Analysis of Variance (ANOVA). Repeated 
measures ANOVA was used in analyzing the data for hypothesis one because it was 
necessary to ascertain the variation in sustainability reporting across the five time 
periods ending in 2014. Repeated measures ANOVA is appropriate because each 
company in the sample of this study was measured on the same disclosure index on 
five occasions. 
 
The data for hypotheses two (H02) and three (H03) was analysed using regression. 
Regression was used in analyzing the data for hypotheses 2 and 3. Pooled Ordinary 
Least Square (OLS), Fixed Effects and Random Effects were the forms of regression 
carried out in this study. This is necessary to identify the regression model with the 
highest explanatory power. The Hausman specification test for testing whether 
Fixed Effects model is more appropriate than Random Effects model was used. 
Torres-Reyna (2007) states that when the P-value of the Hausman specification test 
is less than 5 percent, the Fixed Effects model result is more appropriate than the 
Random Effects model.  
 
3.6.3 Model Specification 
From review of literature, a company’s sustainability reporting can be affected by 
several generic factors. So, it is necessary to investigate the influence of institutional 
field factors and internal organizational process on a company’s sustainability 
reporting. Following the hypotheses earlier stated in chapter one, regression models 
are formulated to capture the influence of institutional field factors and internal 
organizational process on sustainability reporting.  
 
A functional relationship between sustainability reporting and institutional field 
factors is shown in the following implicit equation:  
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  SRIit = f(SECCGCit, CBNSBPit, ACCTFit, MEGBPIit, MEGBNPIit, FORPRit, SZEit, 
ROMSit, εit)                                                                                                     (2) 
 
where 
SRI: Sustainability Reporting Indicators which is summation of observed economic, 
environmental, social and governance indicators in corporate reports 
SECCGC: Take value 1 where Securities and Exchange Commission Code of 
Corporate Governance has been introduced, 0 otherwise 
CBNSBP: Take value 1 where Central Bank of Nigeria Sustainability Reporting 
Guidelines has been introduced, 0 otherwise 
ACCTF: Take value 1 where Big Four is the auditor of the company’s financial 
statement, 0 otherwise 
MEGBPI: Take value 1 where the company is a member of External Governance 
Bodies that are particular to the industry it belongs to, 0 otherwise 
MEGBNPI: Take value 1 where the company is a member of External Governance 
Bodies that are not particular to the industry it belongs to, 0 otherwise  
FORPR: Take value 1 where the company is an affiliate of a foreign based 
company, 0 otherwise 
SZE: Total assets of company 
ROMS: Reporting of Most Successful Company in an industry 
 
The relationship between sustainability reporting and the institutional field factors 
can be re-written as follows: 
 
 
 
where 
i: company 
t: time 
 
with 
i: 1,…,N 
t: 1,…,T 
εit: error terms 
The Panel Data Model showing the functional relationship between the dependent 
and independent variables developed in line with new institutional theory is depicted 
in equation 2. According to Gujarati (2004), the technique of dummy variable can be 
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extended to panel data. Also, the independent variables in this study are a mix of 
qualitative and quantitative regressors. According to Gujarati (2004), regression 
models containing a mix of qualitative and quantitative variables are called Analysis 
of Covariance (ANCOVA) models. In line with Allison (2009), fixed effects model 
can be used in estimating a dependent variable (on a scale) and predictor variables 
(with a mix of quantitative and qualitative attributes). In Allison (2009), the 
predictor variables were mainly dummy variables. This makes panel data analysis 
suitable in the current study.  
 
This study used panel data to examine the influence of institutional field and 
reporting process factors on sustainability reporting of companies in Nigeria. 
According to Gujarati and Porter (2009), panel data is useful for the following 
reasons: 
i. The combination of time series and cross-sectional observation makes data 
more informative and enhances variability of results; 
ii. Panel data can assess the patterns of change; 
iii. Panel data can measure effects that simply cannot be observed in pure cross-
sectional or time series; and 
iv. Panel data can also be used to enrich empirical analysis in ways that may not 
be possible with either cross-sectional or time series. 
  
The Panel data equation can be depicted as follows: 
 
 
where: 
yit : vector of dependent variable, such that (yit) = (SRI) 
xit : vector of explanatory variables, such that (xit) = (SECCGC, CBNSBP, ACCTF, 
MEGBPI, MEGBNPI, FORP, SZE, ROMS) 
i  = 1,…,54 
j = 1,…,8 
t = 2010 – 2014 
The vector of dependent variable (yit) is sustainability reporting indicators to be 
determined, while (xit) is vector of the explanatory variables, that is, factors that can 
yit = αi + + βijxit + εit                                                                                                                                             (3) 
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influence sustainability reporting. The parameters (βij) are the various coefficients of 
the explanatory variables that were obtained when the model was fitted into the data.  
The constant term (α i) represents the intercept of the equations while (ε it) is the error 
term that captures variables not included and expected to be identically distributed 
with zero mean and constant variance. 
 
Equation (2) is the explicit form of the model and if a linear relationship is assumed, 
then it can be written explicitly as follows: 
 
 
where 
α: constant 
β: coefficient variable 
 
Furthermore, the Generalized Linear Model Equation for individual companies i: 
1,….., N observed at several time periods t = 1,….., T is stated as follows:  
 
 
 
where  
 
εit is a composite error term which is assumed uncorrelated with the explanatory 
variables of all past, current and future time periods of the same company.   
This composite error term is made up of two components, Zi, which is the cross-
section, or individual-specific error component, and μit, which is the combined time 
series and cross-section error component. 
 
To estimate Equation (5), the fixed and random effects were required. However, the 
Hausman test was estimated to determine the most efficient technique between fixed 
and random effect.  
A priori Expectations: 
 
 
 
SRIit = αi + β1SECCGCit + β2CBNSBPit + β3ACCTFit + β4MEGBPIit + β5MEGBNPIit +      
            β6FORPRit  + β7SZEit + β8ROMSit +  εit                                                                                         (4) 
β1> 0; β2 > 0; β3> 0; β4> 0; β5 > 0; β6> 0; β7 > 0; β8 > 0; β9 > 0 
 
SRIit = αi + β1SECCGCit + β2CBNSBPit + β3ACCTFit + β4MEGBPIit + β5MEGBNPIit +  
            β6FORPRit +  β7SZEit  + β8ROMSit + εit                                                                                          (5) 
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SRIit = g(ASURit, SUSFRit, BODCit, STKEit, ρit)                                                                            (7) 
 
SRI = g(ASUR, SUSFR, BODC, STKE)                                                                                                     (6) 
 
In line with Gujarati (2004) to avoid falling into the dummy variable trap, n-1 
dummy variable categories were used in the regression.  
From the literature a company’s sustainability reporting can be affected by their 
reporting process. So, it is necessary to investigate the influence of factors in the 
reporting process on a company’s sustainability reporting. Following the hypotheses 
previously formulated, regression models were employed to capture the influence of 
the reporting process on sustainability reporting.  
A functional relationship between sustainability reporting and reporting process 
factors is shown in the following equation: 
 
 
where  
SRI: Sustainability Reporting Indicators  
ASUR: Take value 1 where there is independent verification of sustainability report, 
0 otherwise 
SUSFR: Take value 1 where Sustainability Reporting Framework was referred to in 
the annual report, 0 otherwise 
BODC: Take value 1 where there is Board Committee on Sustainability, 0 otherwise 
STKE: Count Variable consisting of Mention of stakeholders, Frequency of 
Stakeholder engagement and media of stakeholder engagement 
 
The relationship between sustainability reporting and the reporting process factors 
can be re-written implicitly as follows:  
 
 
where  
i: company 
t: time 
 
with 
i: 1,…….,N 
t: 1,…….,T 
ρit: error terms 
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Equation (7) is stated in Panel data form. 
The Panel data equation can be depicted as follows: 
 
 
where: 
yit : vector of dependent variable, such that (yit) = (SRI) 
xit : vector of explanatory variables, such that (xit) = (ASURit, SUSFRit, BODCit, 
STKEit) 
i  = 1,……., 54 
j = 1,………, 4 
t = 2010 – 2014 
The vector of dependent variable (yit) is sustainability reporting indicators to be 
determined, while (xit) is vector of the predictor variables, that is, reporting process 
factors that can influence sustainability reporting. The parameters (λij) are the 
various coefficients of the explanatory variables that were obtained when the model 
was fitted into the data. 
 
The constant term (θi) represents the intercept of the equations while (ρit) is the error 
term that captures variables not included and expected to be identically distributed 
with zero mean and constant variance. 
 
Equation (7) is the implicit form of the model and if a linear relationship is assumed, 
then it can be written as follows: 
 
 
where 
θ: constant 
λ: coefficient variable 
ρ: error term 
 
Furthermore, the Generalized Linear Model Equation for individual companies i: 
1,……, N observed at several time periods t = 1,……, T is stated as follows: 
 
 
SRIit = θi + λ1ASURit + λ2SUSFRit + λ3BODCit + λ4STKEit + ρit                                       (10) 
 
yit = θi + λijxit + εit                                                                                         (8) 
 
SRIit = θi + λ1ASURit + λ2SUSFRit + λ3BODCit + λ4STKEit + ρit.                                (9) 
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where  
ρ it is a composite error term which is assumed uncorrelated with the explanatory 
variables of all past, current and future time periods of the same company.   
This composite error term is made up of two components, Zi, which is the cross-
section, or individual-specific error component, and μit, which is the combined time 
series and cross-section error component. 
 
To estimate Equation (10), the fixed and random effects were required. However, 
the Hausman test was estimated to determine the most efficient technique between 
fixed and random effect.  
A priori expectations: 
 
 
 
Method of Estimation 
In order to actualize the objectives of this study, the regression model took the form 
of Pooled Ordinary Least Square (OLS) model, Panel Fixed Effects Model and 
Random Effects Model. This was necessary to identify the regression model with 
the highest explanatory power. First, the data was subjected to Pooled ordinary least 
square regression. In the pooled regression, the data pertaining to the companies 
were pooled together and the regression model was run, ignoring the cross-section 
and time series nature of the data. Another weakness of pooled regression is that it 
does not distinguish between the various companies included in the regression and 
neglects the heterogeneity that may exist among them.  
 
According to Basso (2012), it is fair to assume that the fixed effects model is more 
important because it considers exogenous effects on a model. The Panel fixed effects 
model also eliminates unobserved time-invariant company effects and makes it 
possible for all potential error reasons to be included in the model. The Fixed Effect 
Model allows for heterogeneity among the companies by allowing each to have its 
own intercept value. Although, each company has its own intercept value, this 
intercept does not vary with time. Therefore, the intercept is time invariant. Also, in 
the fixed effects model, the independent variables do not have random nature. 
Allison (2009) noted that with fixed effects model, the effects of time invariant 
characteristics are controlled for whether such characteristics are measured or not. 
λ1 > 0; λ2 > 0; λ3 > 0; λ4 > 0 
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Fixed effects model helps to control for omitted variable bias by having the 
individual companies serve as their own controls. Fixed effects model use only 
within-individual differences, irrespective of the differences between individual 
companies. In Random Effects Model, the companies have a common mean value 
for the intercept. 
 
The difference between fixed effects model and random effects model according to 
Clark and Linzer (2012) is that fixed effects model produces unbiased estimates of 
the coefficients, but the coefficients can be subject to high variability based on the 
sample. Although, random effects model rarely produces biased estimates of the 
coefficients, it can lead to coefficients that are closer (on the average) to the true 
value in any sample. This implies that fixed effects model may produce estimates 
that are highly sample-dependent. Another difference between fixed effects model 
and random effects model is that fixed effects model requires the estimation of a 
parameter for each coefficient on the unit dummy variable and reduces the model’s 
explanatory power and increases standard errors of the coefficient estimates. 
Conversely, the random effects model estimates only the mean and standard 
deviation of the distribution of unit effects and not a set of dummy variables.  
 
In the view of Clark and Linzer (2012), the incorporation of the theoretical 
assumptions into the choice of a model can be tedious. Thus, the Hausman 
specification test is used to testing whether the Fixed Effects model is more 
appropriate than the Random Effects model. This is done by detecting violation of 
the assumption that the predictor variables are orthogonal to the unit effects. In this 
study, Hausman specification test was computed for each model. According to 
Torres-Reyna (2007), based on the Hausman specification test, where the P-value is 
less than 5 percent, the Fixed-Effects model is appropriate and where the P-value is 
more than 5 percent, the Random-Effects model is appropriate.  
 
Although, Clark and Linzer (2012) argue that the absence of a significant difference 
in the Hausman test does not follow that the random effects estimation of the 
coefficients is unbiased and is more appropriate than the fixed effects estimation of 
the coefficients. Furthermore, a random effects biased estimator can be preferable to 
a fixed effects unbiased estimator in a circumstance that the random effects biased 
estimator provides enough reduction of the variance. Thus, the Hausman 
103 
 
specification test may be inconclusive in choosing the most appropriate model 
between fixed effects and random effects model. Under this circumstance, Clark and 
Linzer (2012) advocate for simulation analysis to determine the conditions that a 
fixed effects or random effects model provides unbiased coefficient estimates.  
 
3.6.4 Operationalisation of Variables 
There are three main constructs in this study, namely, corporate sustainability 
reporting, institutional field and internal organizational factors. Corporate 
sustainability reporting is the dependent variable while factors and internal 
organizational structures are independent variables. In order to measure these 
constructs, it was necessary to define them operationally.  
a. The Dependent Variable - Sustainability Reporting  
Sustainability reporting can be embedded in corporate annual reports or stand-alone 
reports. Specifically, within the context of this study, the indicators of corporate 
sustainability reporting are shown in Appendix 1. These indicators are grouped into 
four categories namely: economic, environmental, social and governance. 
 
The content analysis methodology was employed in this study. Companies were 
scored on the disclosure index made up of sustainability reporting indicators adapted 
from Global Reporting Initiative (2011).  
 
Mathematically, the sustainability reporting index can be computed as follows:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
where  
ESRI: Expected Sustainability Reporting Indicators 
EECI: Expected Economic Indicators 
EENI: Expected Environmental Indicators 
ESCI: Expected Social Indicators 
EGVI: Expected Governance Indicators 
SRI=  (OECI + OENI + OSCI + OGVI)                                                             (12) 
ESRI 
 
ESRI= (EECI + EENI + ESCI + EGVI)                                                             (11) 
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SRI: Sustainability Reporting Index 
OECI: Observed Economic Indicators 
OENI: Observed Environmental Indicators 
OSCI: Observed Social Indicators 
OGVI: Observed Governance Indicators 
 
The indicators of sustainability reporting were in corporate annual reports or stand-
alone corporate citizenship, responsibility and sustainability reports. The 
sustainability reporting index data computed were obtained from any of the 
aforementioned reports of business organizations across oil and gas, banking, 
industrial goods and consumer goods sectors of the Nigerian Stock Exchange (NSE).  
The dependent variable (sustainability reporting) was determined as follows. First, 
the researcher read through the different aspects of sustainability reporting. Then, 
annual reports and stand-alone sustainability reports were read thoroughly. The 
presence of information based on the categories described in this chapter was 
determined. A score of ‘1’ was given where the information is present and ‘0’ if 
otherwise. The presence or absence of measures of sustainability reporting was 
recorded in an excel spreadsheet and the total sustainability score was computed. For 
each company, it is expected that there are fifty six (56) items of disclosures 
representing sustainability reporting. Therefore, the sustainability reporting index is 
the observed sustainability score (as derived from the annual reports) divided by the 
expected sustainability reporting score which is 56. The sustainability reporting 
score for every company in this study is between 0 and 56.  
b. The Independent Variables 
The independent variables are expounded below. 
 
Securities and Exchange Commission Code of Corporate Governance 
2011 
The Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) is the body responsible for 
regulating public limited liability companies whose shares are traded on the floor of 
the stock exchange in Nigeria. Based on new institutional theory, the SEC is one of 
the coercive pressures. State agencies such as the SEC in Nigeria have issued the 
code of corporate governance in 2003 and an amended version in 2011. According 
to SEC (2011), the code is not a rigid set of rules, but it is to facilitate proper 
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corporate practices. The code also defines minimum set of standards of corporate 
governance expected of public limited liability companies whose securities are 
listed. For example, changes were made to the Securities and Exchange Commission 
code of corporate governance 2003 which led to the emergence of the 2011 code. 
One of the aspects of the 2011 code of corporate governance is Section D which is 
on sustainability disclosures. As a result of this shift in their operating environment, 
business organizations may perceive pressure to change their corporate reporting 
behaviour.  
 
The SEC code of corporate governance is measured using the introduction of the 
Code. It is measured using ‘1’ after the introduction of the revised code and’0’ 
otherwise.  
 
Central Bank of Nigeria Sustainability Reporting Guidelines 2012 
The Central Bank of Nigeria (CBN) is the body responsible for regulating financial 
institutions (especially banks) in Nigeria. The CBN is an agency of the State. Based 
on institutional theory, the CBN is one of the coercive pressures because when they 
issue rules, regulations and guidelines, business organizations (banks) are expected 
to follow suit. In 2012, sustainability banking principles were issued to financial 
institutions in Nigeria. This expectation for business organization translates to 
coercive pressure on their corporate practices.  
 
The CBN sustainability banking principles (SBP) is measured using the introduction 
of the SBP. It is measured using ‘1’ after the introduction of the SBP and’0’ 
otherwise.  
 
Accounting Firms 
The accounting profession has a public interest role in promoting the debate and 
supporting the development of sustainability reporting and assurance standards. 
Accounting firms provide sustainability services to clients (including business 
organizations). These services include prioritizing sustainability risks and 
opportunities, measuring and managing sustainability, reporting on sustainability 
management and performance (Deloitte, 2015). From a new institutional theory 
perspective, affiliation with a Big four accounting firm that provides services on 
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sustainability to clients generally and audits and provides assurance on the focal 
firms’ financial statements may lead to more corporate disclosures on sustainability. 
The affiliation with assurance providers may pose normative pressure on the 
business organization. Accounting firm is measured using ‘1’ where the financial 
statement auditor is a big four accounting firm and ‘0’ otherwise.  
 
Membership of External Governance Bodies Particular to an Industry 
Based on new institutional theory, a company’s membership of external governance 
bodies particular to an industry such as United Nations Environment Programme 
Finance Initiative (for financial institutions), global oil and gas industry association 
for environmental and social issues (for oil and gas companies), can influence their 
sustainability reporting.   
 
Membership of external governance bodies particular to an industry is measured ‘1’ 
where a company is a member of global oil and gas industry association for 
environmental and social issues, United Nations Environment Programme Finance 
Initiative and ‘0’ otherwise. The list of members of United Nations Environment 
Programme Finance Initiative was obtained from United Nations Environment 
Programme Finance Initiative (2015). The list of members of global oil and gas 
industry association for environmental and social issues was obtained from Global 
oil and gas industry association for environmental and social issues (2015).  
 
Membership of External Governance Bodies Not Particular to an 
Industry 
From a new institutional theory perspective, a company’s membership of external 
governance bodies not particular to an industry such as United Nations Global 
Compact, can influence their sustainability reporting.   
The list of members of United Nations Global Compact was obtained from United 
Nations Global Compact (2015). Membership of external governance bodies not 
particular to an industry is measured ‘1’ where a company is a member of United 
Nations Global Compact and ‘0’ otherwise. 
 
Foreign Presence 
Based on new institutional theory, a company’s foreign affiliation can influence 
their sustainability reporting.  
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Foreign presence was determined from websites of the company. Foreign presence 
was measured using ‘1’ where the company has affiliation outside Nigeria and ‘0’ 
where the company does not have affiliation outside Nigeria.  
 
Company Size 
Larger companies have more stakeholders in their organizational field. Thus, they 
are susceptible to scrutiny from more stakeholders in the business environment. 
Also, larger companies are more visible to a broader range of stakeholders. 
Therefore, there is tendency for them to seek legitimacy from more stakeholders 
who control the resources they require for business operations. Based on 
institutional theory, business organizations have a wider spectrum of stakeholders to 
prove their legitimacy and conform to values that are deemed acceptable by society.  
Company size was determined using total assets. Company size was obtained from 
the corporate annual reports of companies. This variable was logged to normalise the 
values. 
 
Reporting of the Most Successful Business Organization in the Industry 
Based on new institutional theory, the higher the most successful business 
organization in an industry reports on sustainability, the tendency for other business 
organizations in that industry to follow their trail. Success is measured in terms of 
profit.   
The profit of companies was ranked from largest to smallest. The reporting of the 
company with the largest profit was determined. This variable was obtained from 
corporate annual reports.  
 
Assurance 
The independent verification of a stand-alone sustainability report is known as 
assurance. This can be done by an accounting firm or by a consulting firm. 
Assurance of sustainability report is necessary to negate the opinion of users of 
sustainability reports that the sustainability activities of business organizations are 
green washed or for public relations.  
Assurance was measured using ‘1’ where a company subscribes to assurance for its 
sustainability reporting and ‘0’ otherwise. This variable was obtained from corporate 
reports of companies. 
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Sustainability Framework 
A number of sustainability frameworks have been reviewed in the literature. In this 
study, the frameworks that business organizations can depend upon to report on 
sustainability include Central Bank of Nigeria’s sustainability banking principles 
(for banks), ISO 14001 Environmental Management System (EMS) guidelines, 
Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) guidelines, Communication on Progress format of 
the United Nations Global Compact, United Nations Global Compact Principles and 
United Nations Environment Programme Finance Initiative (UNEP FI).  
This variable was obtained from corporate annual reports of companies. It was 
measured using ‘1’ where a company refers to a sustainability framework in its 
corporate report and ‘0’ otherwise.  
 
Board Committee on Sustainability  
Board committees have an oversight role to play in the financial reporting process as 
well as in reporting on sustainability issues (economic, environmental, social and 
governance impacts on one hand and performance metrics on these issues). The 
members of the board of directors of a business organization that oversee 
sustainability issues could be in one or more of the following board committees 
namely risk management (environment risk, social risk), social responsibility and 
sustainability. In this study board committee on sustainability is measured by the 
presence of at least one of the above committees.  
This variable was obtained from corporate annual reports of companies. It was 
measured using ‘1’ where a company has board committee on sustainability on its 
board of directors, and ‘0’ otherwise.  
 
Stakeholder Engagement 
Stakeholder engagement is a crucial aspect of sustainability reporting. In this study, 
the use of the word ‘stakeholders’ in place of ‘shareholders’ in corporate reports is 
vital for any meaningful communication on sustainability issues. The frequency of 
stakeholder engagement and method of stakeholder engagement is used to measure 
stakeholder engagement.  
This variable was obtained from corporate annual reports of companies. It was 
measured using the presence of a statement in corporate annual reports that 
identifies stakeholders, the method of stakeholder engagement and frequency of 
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stakeholder engagement. So, reference to identification of stakeholders is measured 
as ‘1’. Reference to the frequency of stakeholder engagement and the previous 
disclosure on identification of stakeholders is measured as ‘2’ and reference to the 
media of stakeholder engagement and the two previous disclosure items is given a 
score of ‘3’. 
The independent variables employed in this study and their sources are presented in 
Table 3.3. Table 3.4 shows the source of the dependent variable and independent 
variables employed in this study.  
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Table 3.3: Independent Variables (Institutional Field Factors) and Sources of  
          Information 
Variables Acronym Indicator Source of Information 
Securities 
and 
Exchange 
Commission 
Code of 
Corporate 
Governance 
SECCGC Introduction of Securities and Exchange 
Commission Code of Corporate Governance 
(revised in 2011)   
Dummy variable: Take value 1 where 
Securities and Exchange Commission Code 
of Corporate Governance has been 
introduced, 0 otherwise 
Year of Revision of 
Securities and 
Exchange Commission 
Code of Corporate 
Governance (2011) 
Central Bank 
of Nigeria 
Sustainabilit
y Banking 
Principles 
CBNSBP Introduction of Central Bank of Nigeria 
Sustainability Banking Principles (introduced 
in 2012) 
Dummy variable: Take value 1 where 
Central Bank of Nigeria Sustainability 
Banking Principles has been introduced, 0 
otherwise 
Year of Introduction of 
Central Bank of 
Nigeria Sustainability 
Banking Principles 
(2012) 
Accounting 
Firm 
ACCTF The accounting firm that audits financial 
statements 
Dummy variable: 1 where big four audits 
financial statements and 0 otherwise 
2010 to 2014 Corporate 
Annual Reports 
Membership 
of 
Governance 
Bodies 
Particular to 
the Industry 
MEGBPI Membership of United Nations Environment 
Programme Finance Initiative, global oil and 
gas association 
Dummy variable: Value 1 where the 
company is a member of External 
Governance Bodies that are particular to the 
industry it belongs to, 0 otherwise 
Websites of  
Governance Bodies 
(Global oil and gas 
industry association for 
environmental and 
social issues (2015, 
United Nations 
Environment 
Programme Finance 
Initiative, 2015) 
Membership 
of 
Governance 
Bodies Not 
Particular to 
the Industry 
MEGBNPI Membership of United Nations Global 
Compact 
Dummy variable: Value 1 where the 
company is a member of External 
Governance Bodies that are not particular to 
the industry it belongs to, 0 otherwise 
Websites of 
Governance Body 
(United Nations Global 
Compact, 2015) 
Foreign 
Operation 
FORPR Presence of foreign operation 
Dummy variable: Value 1 where the 
company is an affiliate of a foreign based 
company, 0 otherwise 
2010 to 2014 Corporate 
Annual Reports and 
Company websites 
Reporting of 
the most 
successful 
company in 
the industry 
ROMS The sustainability reporting of the most 
successful (profitable) company in the 
industry in a year 
2010 to 2014 Corporate 
Annual Reports and 
Sustainability Reports 
Size SZE Total assets  2010 to 2014 Corporate 
Annual Reports  
Source: Compiled by Researcher (2017)  
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Table 3.4: Dependent and Independent Variables (Reporting Process Factors)  
       and Sources of Information 
Variables Acronym Indicator Source of Information 
Assurance ASUR Presence of third party verification of 
information on sustainability 
 
Dummy Variable: value 1 where there 
is independent verification of 
sustainability report, 0 otherwise 
2010 to 2014 Corporate 
Annual Reports, 
Sustainability Reports, 
Citizenship Reports 
Sustainability 
Framework 
SUSFR Presence of any sustainability 
framework 
 
 
Dummy Variable: Value 1 where 
Sustainability Reporting Framework 
was referred to in the annual report, 0 
otherwise 
2010 to 2014 Corporate 
Annual Reports, 
Corporate website, 
Sustainability Reports, 
Citizenship Reports 
Board of 
Director 
Sustainability 
Committee 
BODC Presence of board committee on 
sustainability, social responsibility, 
environmental risk management 
 
Dummy Variable: Take value 1 where 
there is Board Committee on 
Sustainability or Related Issues, 0 
otherwise 
 
2010 to 2014 Corporate 
Annual reports, 
Sustainability Reports, 
Citizenship Reports 
Stakeholder 
Engagement 
STKE The summation of mention of 
stakeholders, frequency of stakeholder 
engagement and media of stakeholder 
engagement 
 
Count Variable 
2010 to 2014 Corporate 
Annual report, 
Sustainability Reports, 
Citizenship Reports 
Sustainability 
Reporting 
SR As given in Appendix I 2010 to 2014 Corporate 
Annual Reports, 
Sustainability Reports, 
Citizenship Reports 
Source: Compiled by Researcher (2017)  
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CHAPTER FOUR 
RESULTS 
 
4.0 Preface 
This chapter presents the results of data collected from survey of factors influencing 
sustainability reporting from the perspective of corporate respondents, corporate 
annual reports and factors that are observable in the organizational field and internal 
reporting process. This chapter also focuses on the preliminary and advanced 
analysis of data pertaining to hypotheses formulated in chapter one.  
 
4.1 Data Analysis  
The data analyses for this study have been presented based on the order of 
hypotheses namely: analysis of secondary data from corporate annual reports, 
factors that are observable in the organizational field and internal organizational 
factors, analysis of survey of the importance and performance of factors influencing 
sustainability reporting.   
 
4.1.1 Secondary Data Analysis - Preliminary 
Prior to the descriptive stage of data analysis for secondary data, the data was 
checked for possible out-of-range values on any of the variables by using the 
summary statistics in Stata software to obtain descriptive statistics particularly 
minimum and maximum values for all variables in this study. No out-of-range 
values were found. The purpose of descriptive stage of data analysis is to describe 
the characteristics of the study sample as identified in the research methods, check 
the variables for any possible violation of the assumptions underlying the statistical 
techniques used to address the research questions, and address specific research 
questions. The descriptive statistics of data from annual reports and corporate 
websites are shown in Tables 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3. 
 
Table 4.1 provides descriptive statistics for the variables employed in the analyses of 
institutional field and reporting process factors influencing sustainability reporting. 
Specifically, Table 4.1 shows the mean, standard deviation, minimum and maximum 
values of each of the variables (sustainability reporting indicators, securities and 
exchange commission code of corporate governance, central bank of Nigeria 
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sustainability reporting guidelines, accounting firm, membership of external 
governance bodies particular to an industry, membership of external governance 
bodies not particular to an industry, foreign presence, size, reporting of the most 
successful, assurance, sustainability framework, and board committee on 
sustainability stakeholder engagement) for the 54 companies that make up the 
sample companies for secondary data. The data in Table 4.1 was collected from 
annual reports of companies, websites of both governance bodies (IPIECA, UNEP 
FI and UNGC) and sample companies. In this study, based on the disclosure index, a 
score of fourteen (14) is expected for economic indicators of sustainability reporting. 
A score of fifteen (15) is expected for environmental and governance indicators 
respectively. A score of twelve (12) is expected for social indicators of sustainability 
reporting. The maximum sustainability reporting indicator score is 56, the minimum 
score is 0 and the mean sustainability reporting score is 24.85. Thus, out of 56 
maximum score, on the average, companies in this study reported less than average 
or 44.4 percent of the sustainability reporting indicators. Company size is logged in 
order to normalize the value. 
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Table 4.1: Summary Statistics of Data from Annual Reports and Company           
           Websites 
S/No. Description Value 
1 Number of Sample Companies 54 
2 Number of Observations 270 
  Mean Std. 
Dev. 
Min. Max. 
3 Sustainability Reporting (mean) 24.85 14.40 0 56 
4 Securities and Exchange Commission 
Code of Corporate Governance 
.8 .401 0 1 
5 Central Bank of Nigeria sustainability 
reporting guidelines 
.6 .491 0 1 
6 Accounting firm .789 .409 0 1 
7 Membership of external governance 
bodies particular to an industry 
.122 .328 0 1 
8 Membership of external governance 
bodies not particular to an industry 
.122 .328 0 1 
9 Foreign presence .441 .497 0 1 
10 Company size 24.24 3.66 0 28.98 
11 Reporting of most successful 38.57 11.69 20 56 
12 Assurance .059 .237 0 1 
13 Sustainability framework .263 .441 0 1 
14 Board committee on Sustainability .248 .433 0 1 
15 Stakeholder engagement .896 .882 0 3 
Source: Researcher’s Compilation from Corporate Reports (2010-2014) 
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The summary statistics of the variables for the banking sector are shown in Table 
4.2. There are 14 sample companies in the banking sector. The mean sustainability 
reporting indicator score for companies in the banking sector is 31.44, the minimum 
reporting score is 0 and the maximum reporting score is 48. The maximum score is 1 
for securities and exchange code of corporate governance, central bank of Nigeria 
sustainability banking principles, accounting firm, membership of external 
governance bodies particular to an industry, membership of external governance 
bodies not particular to an industry, assurance, sustainability framework and board 
committee on sustainability. The maximum score of stakeholder engagement 
variable is 3; the minimum score is 0 while the mean stakeholder engagement score 
is 1.26. For the banking sector, the mean of company size is 27.57, the minimum 
and maximum scores are 25.60 and 28.98 respectively. Company size is logged in 
order to normalize the value.  
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Table 4.2: Summary Statistics of Variables for Banking Sector 
S/No. Description Value 
1 Number of Sample Companies 14 
2 Number of Observations 70 
  Mean Std. 
Dev. 
Min. Max. 
3 Sustainability Reporting 31.44 9.14 0 48 
4 Securities and Exchange Commission 
Code of Corporate Governance 
.8 .40 0 1 
5 Central Bank of Nigeria sustainability 
reporting guidelines 
.6 .49 0 1 
6 Accounting firm .96 .20 0 1 
7 Membership of external governance 
bodies particular to an industry 
.26 .44 0 1 
8 Membership of external governance 
bodies not particular to an industry 
.1 .30 0 1 
9 Foreign presence .64 .48 0 1 
10 Company size 27.57 .81 25.60 28.98 
11 Reporting of most successful 34.2 6.29 25 41 
12 Assurance .07 .26 0 1 
13 Sustainability framework .61 .49 0 1 
14 Board committee on Sustainability .27 .48 0 1 
15 Stakeholder engagement 1.26 .83 0 3 
Source: Researcher’s Compilation from Corporate Reports (2010-2014) 
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The summary statistics of the variables for the oil and gas sector are shown in Table 
4.3. There are 14 sample companies in the banking sector. The mean sustainability 
reporting indicator score for companies in the oil and gas sector is 26.31, the 
minimum reporting score is 6 and the maximum reporting score is 56. The 
maximum score is 1 for securities and exchange code of corporate governance, 
central bank of Nigeria sustainability banking principles, accounting firm, 
membership of external governance bodies particular to an industry, membership of 
external governance bodies not particular to an industry, assurance, sustainability 
framework and board committee on sustainability. The maximum score of 
stakeholder engagement variable is 3, the minimum score is 0 while the mean 
stakeholder engagement score is 1.11. For the oil and gas sector, the mean of 
company size is 22.88, the minimum and maximum scores are 0 and 27.10 
respectively.  
 
The summary statistics of the variables for the consumer goods sector are shown in 
Table 4.3. There are 20 sample companies in the consumer goods sector. The mean 
sustainability reporting indicator score for companies in the consumer goods sector 
is 20.46, the minimum reporting score is 0 and the maximum reporting score is 55. 
The maximum score is 1 for securities and exchange code of corporate governance, 
central bank of Nigeria sustainability banking principles, accounting firm, 
membership of external governance bodies particular to an industry, membership of 
external governance bodies not particular to an industry, assurance, sustainability 
framework and board committee on sustainability. The maximum score of 
stakeholder engagement variable is 3, the minimum score is 0 while the mean 
stakeholder engagement score is .68. For the consumer goods sector, the mean of 
company size is 23.23, the minimum and maximum scores are 0 and 26.58 
respectively.  
 
The summary statistics of the variables for the industrial goods sector are shown in 
Table 4.3. There are 11 sample companies in the industrial goods sector. The mean 
sustainability reporting indicator score for companies in this sector is 23.25, the 
minimum reporting score is 0 and the maximum reporting score is 48. The 
maximum score is 1 for securities and exchange code of corporate governance, 
central bank of Nigeria sustainability banking principles, accounting firm, 
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membership of external governance bodies not particular to an industry, foreign 
presence, sustainability framework and board committee on sustainability. The 
maximum score of stakeholder engagement variable is 2, the minimum score is 0 
while the mean stakeholder engagement score is .65. For the consumer goods sector, 
the mean of company size is 22.96, the minimum and maximum scores are 20.25 
and 27.59 respectively.  
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Table 4.3: Summary Statistics of Variables for Oil and Gas, Consumer Goods 
and Industrial Goods Sectors 
  Oil and Gas Sector Consumer Goods Industr   
 
Description Value Value Va  
 Number of Sample Companies 9 20  
 Number of Observations 45 100 5  
  Mean Std. 
Dev. 
Min. Max. Mean Std. 
Dev. 
Min. Max. Mean Std. 
Dev. 
  
 Sustainability Reporting  26.31 14.31 6 56 20.46 15.78 0 55 23.25 14.36   
 Securities and Exchange 
Commission Code of 
Corporate Governance 
.8 .40 0 1 .8 .40 0 1 .8 .40   
 Central Bank of Nigeria 
sustainability reporting 
guidelines 
.6 .50 0 1 .6 .49 0 1 .6 .49   
 Accounting firm .76 .43 0 1 .67 .47 0 1 .82 .39   
 Membership of external 
governance bodies particular to 
an industry 
.33 .48 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0   
 Membership of external 
governance bodies not 
particular to an industry 
.11 .32 0 1 .16 .37 0 1 .09 .29   
 Foreign presence .44 .50 0 1 .29 .46 0 1 .45 .50   
 Company Size 22.88 5.40 0 27.10 23.23 3.12 0 26.58 22.96 2.14   
 Reporting of most successful 35 13.25 20 56 48.6 10.12 29 55 28.8 1.18   
 Assurance .11 .32 0 1 .06 .24 0 1 0 0   
 Sustainability framework .27 .45 0 1 .08 .27 0 1 .15 .36   
 Board committee on 
Sustainability 
.56 .50 0 1 .15 .36 0 1 .15 .36   
 Stakeholder engagement 1.11 1.01 0 3 .68 .89 0 3 .65 .62   
Source: Researcher’s Compilation from Corporate Reports (2010-2014) 
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The corporate reports of 14 banks were assessed based on the economic indicators in 
Table 4.4. In year 2010, 93 percent of the companies reported on revenues, while 
100 percent of the companies in the years 2011, 2012, 2013 and 2014 respectively 
reported on revenues. In year 2010, 93 percent of the companies reported on the 
operating costs, while 100 percent of the companies in the years 2011, 2012, 2013 
and 2014 respectively reported on operating costs. 
 
In year 2010, 93 percent of the companies reported on employee wages and benefits, 
while 100 percent of the companies in the years 2011, 2012, 2013 and 2014 
respectively reported on employee wages and benefits. In year 2010, 93 percent of 
the companies reported on payments to providers of capital, while 100 percent of the 
companies in the years 2011 and 2012 reported on payments to providers of capital. 
93 percent of the companies in year 2013 reported on payments to providers of 
capital, while 86 percent of the companies in year 2014 reported on payments to 
providers of capital. 
 
In 2010, 93 percent of the companies reported on payments to government, while 
100 percent of the companies in the years 2011, 2012, 2013 and 2014 respectively 
reported on payments to government. In 2010, 93 percent of the companies reported 
on community investments, while 100 percent of the companies in the years 2011, 
2012 and 2013 respectively reported on community investments. 93 percent of the 
companies in the year 2014 reported on community investments. 
 
In 2010 and 2011, 14 percent of the companies reported on risks and opportunities 
posed by climate change, while 43 percent of the companies in the year 2012 
reported on risks and opportunities posed by climate change. 64 percent of the 
companies in year 2013 reported on risks and opportunities posed by climate 
change, while 50 percent of the companies in year 2014 reported on risks and 
opportunities posed by climate change. 
 
In year 2010 and 2011, 14 percent of the companies reported on financial 
implications of the risk or opportunity posed by climate change, while 50 percent of 
the companies in year 2012 reported on financial implications of the risk or 
opportunity posed by climate change. However, 57 percent of the companies in year 
2013 reported on financial implications of the risk or opportunity posed by climate 
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change, while 43 percent of the companies in year 2014 reported on financial 
implications of the risk or opportunity posed by climate change. 
 
In year 2010 and 2011, 14 percent of the companies reported on costs of actions 
taken to manage the risks and opportunity, while 21 percent of the companies in the 
years 2012 and 2013 reported on financial implications of the risk or opportunity 
posed by climate change. However, 28 percent of the companies in year 2014 
reported on financial implications of the risk or opportunity posed by climate 
change. 
 
In year 2010, 79 percent of the companies reported on value of defined benefit plan 
obligations, while 100 percent of the companies in years 2011, 2012 and 2013 
respectively reported on value of defined benefit plan obligations. However, 93 
percent of the companies in year 2014 reported on value of defined benefit plan 
obligations. In year 2010, 79 percent of the companies reported on mode of settling 
the defined benefit plan obligations (Liability), while 93 percent of the companies in 
the years 2011, 2012 and 2013 respectively reported on mode of settling the defined 
benefit plan obligations (Liability). However, 86 percent of the companies in the 
year 2014 reported on mode of settling the defined benefit plan obligations 
(Liability). In year 2010, 79 percent of the companies reported on percentage of 
salary contributed by the employer and employee, while 93 percent of the companies 
in year 2011 reported on percentage of salary contributed by the employer and 
employee. However, 86 percent of the companies in years 2012, 2013 and 2014 
respectively reported on percentage of salary contributed by the employer and 
employee.  
 
In year 2010, no companies reported on financial assistance received from 
government, while 21 percent of the companies in years 2011, 2012 and 2013 
respectively reported on financial assistance received from government. However, 
28 percent of the companies in year 2014 reported on financial assistance received 
from government. In year 2010, 2011, 2012 and 2013, 7 percent of the companies 
reported on spending on local suppliers at significant locations of operations. 
However, 14 percent of the companies in year 2014 reported on spending on local 
suppliers at significant locations of operations. 
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Table 4.4: Number of companies engaging in Reporting Economic Indicators in    
                  the Banking sector  
  
 
Years 
S/No. Economic Indicators 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
1 Revenue 13 14 14 14 14 
2 Operating costs 13 14 14 14 14 
3 Employee wages and benefits 13 14 14 14 14 
4 
Payments to Providers of 
Capital 13 14 14 13 12 
5 Payments to Government 13 14 14 14 14 
6 Community Investments 13 14 14 14 13 
7 
Climate change - risks and 
opportunities  2 2 6 9 7 
8 
Climate change - Financial 
Implications of risks and 
opportunities 2 2 7 8 6 
9 
Climate change - Costs of 
actions taken to manage risks 
or opportunities  2 2 3 3 4 
10 
Value of Defined Benefit 
Plan obligations 11 14 14 14 13 
11 
Mode of Settling the Defined 
Benefit Plan Obligations 
(Liability) 11 13 13 13 12 
12 
Percentage of salary 
contributed by the employer 
and employee 11 13 12 12 12 
13 
Financial assistance received 
from government 0 3 3 3 4 
14 
Amount spent on local 
suppliers at significant 
locations of operations 1 1 1 1 2 
Source: Researcher’s Compilation from Corporate Reports (2010-2014) 
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The corporate reports of 14 banks were assessed based on the environmental 
indicators in Table 4.5. In year 2010, 7 percent of the companies reported on 
renewable and non-renewable materials used, while 21 percent of the companies in 
year 2011 reported on renewable and non-renewable materials used. 28 percent of 
the companies in year 2012 reported on renewable and non-renewable materials 
used, while 57 percent of the companies in year 2013 reported on renewable and 
non-renewable materials used. However, 50 percent of the companies in year 2014 
reported on renewable and non-renewable materials used.  
 
In year 2010, no company reported on materials used that are from recycled 
materials used to manufacture the organization's product and services, while 21 
percent of the companies in year 2011 reported on materials used that are from 
recycled materials used to manufacture the organization's product and services. 28 
percent of the companies in year 2012 reported on materials used that are from 
recycled materials used to manufacture the organization's product and services, 
while 36 percent of companies in years 2013 and 2014 reported on materials used 
that are from recycled materials used to manufacture the organization's product and 
services. 
 
In years 2010 and 2011, 7 percent of companies reported on 
fuel/electricity/heating/cooling consumptions, while 21 percent of the companies in 
years 2012 and 2013 reported on fuel/electricity/heating/cooling consumptions. 
However, 43 percent of the companies in year 2014 reported on 
fuel/electricity/heating/cooling consumptions. In year 2010, no company reported on 
electricity/heating/cooling/steam sold, while 14 percent of the companies in year 
2011 reported on electricity/heating/cooling/steam sold. However, 7 percent of the 
companies in year 2012 reported on electricity/heating/cooling/steam sold, while 28 
percent of the companies in year 2013 reported on electricity/heating/cooling/steam 
sold. 43 percent of the companies in year 2014 reported on 
electricity/heating/cooling/steam sold. 
 
In year 2010, 7 percent of the companies reported on reduction in energy 
consumption due to conservation, while 36 percent of the companies in year 2011 
reported on reduction in energy consumption due to conservation. 64 percent of the 
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companies in year 2012 reported on reduction in energy consumption due to 
conservation. 71 percent of the companies in year 2013 reported on reduction in 
energy consumption due to conservation, and 79 percent of the companies in year 
2014 reported on reduction in energy consumption due to conservation. 
 
In the years 2010 and 2011 no company reported on water withdrawn for operations, 
while 14 percent of the companies in the years 2012 and 2013 reported on water 
withdrawn for operations. However, 7 percent of the companies in the year 2014 
reported on water withdrawn for operations.  
 
In the years 2010 and 2011, no company reported on water recycled and reused, 
while 7 percent of the companies in year 2012 reported on water recycled and 
reused. However, 21 percent of companies in year 2013 reported on water recycled 
and reused, and 7 percent of the companies in year 2014 reported on water recycled 
and reused.  
 
In years 2010 and 2011, no company reported on gross direct greenhouse gas 
emissions, while 28 percent of the companies in the year 2012 reported on gross 
direct greenhouse gas emissions. However, 43 percent of the companies in year 
2013 reported on gross direct greenhouse gas emissions, while 7 percent of the 
companies in year 2014 reported on gross direct greenhouse gas emissions. 
 
In the years 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013 and 2014 respectively no company reported on 
organic pollutants. 
 
In the year 2010, no company reported on water discharge and quality of water 
discharged, while 7 percent of the companies in years 2011 and 2012 reported on 
water discharge and quality of water discharged. However, 28 percent of the 
companies in year 2013 reported on water discharge and quality of water discharged, 
while 7 percent of the companies in year 2014 reported on water discharge and 
quality of water discharged. In year 2010, no company reported on the waste and 
disposal method, while 7 percent of the companies in year 2011 reported on the 
waste and disposal method. However, 36 percent of the companies in years 2012 
and 2013 reported on the waste and disposal method, while 28 percent of the 
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companies reported on the waste and disposal method. In the years 2010, 2011, 
2012, 2013 and 2014 respectively no company reported on number and volume of 
spills. In the years 2010, 2011, 2012 no company reported on environmental 
protection expenditures, while 7 percent of the companies in years 2013 and 2014 
reported on environmental protection expenditures. In the year 2010, 14 percent of 
the companies reported on assessment of suppliers on the basis of environmental 
risks, while 7 percent of the companies in year 2011 reported on assessment of 
suppliers on the basis of environmental risks. 50 percent of the companies in year 
2012 reported on assessment of suppliers on the basis of environmental risks. 
However, 36 percent of companies in year 2013 reported on assessment of suppliers 
on the basis of environmental risks, while 28 percent of the companies in year 2014 
reported on assessment of suppliers on the basis of environmental risks. 
 
In the year 2010 and 2011, 14 percent of the companies reported on assessment of 
clients on the basis of environmental risks, while 64 percent of the companies in 
years 2012 and 2013 reported on assessment of clients on the basis of environmental 
risks. However, 57 percent of the companies in year 2014 reported on assessment of 
clients on the basis of environmental risks. 
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Table 4.5: Number of companies engaging in Reporting Environmental  
       Indicators in the Banking sector  
  
Years 
S/No. Environmental Indicators 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
1 
Renewable and non-renewable 
materials used 1 3 4 8 7 
2 
Recycled materials used to 
manufacture the organization's 
product and services 0 3 4 5 5 
3 
Fuel/electricity/heating/cooling/steam 
consumption  1 1 3 3 6 
4 
Electricity/heating/cooling/steam 
sold 0 2 1 4 3 
5 
Reduction in energy consumption 
due to conservation  1 5 9 10 11 
6 Water withdrawn for operations 0 0 2 2 1 
7 Water recycled and reused 0 0 1 3 1 
8 
Gross direct Greenhouse gas 
Emissions 0 0 4 6 1 
9 Organic Pollutants 0 0 0 0 0 
10 
Water discharge and quality of water 
discharged 0 1 1 4 1 
11 Waste and method of disposal 0 1 5 5 4 
12 Number and volume of spills 0 0 0 0 0 
13 
Environmental protection 
expenditures 0 0 0 1 1 
14 
Assessment of suppliers on the basis 
of environmental risks 2 1 7 5 4 
15 
Assessment of clients on the basis of 
environmental risks 2 2 9 9 8 
Source: Researcher’s Compilation from Corporate Reports (2010-2014) 
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The corporate reports of 14 banks were assessed based on the economic indicators in 
Table 4.6. In 2010, 93 percent of the companies reported on governance structure 
and composition, while 100 percent of the companies in years 2011, 2012 and 2013 
respectively reported on governance structure and composition. However, 93 percent 
of the companies in 2014 reported on governance structure and composition. In 
2010, 71 percent of the companies reported the competencies of members of the 
highest governance body, while in year 2011, 79 percent of the companies 
respectively reported on the competencies of members of the highest governance 
body. However, 86 percent of the companies in years 2012 and 2014 respectively 
reported the competencies of members of the highest governance body, while 93 
percent of the companies in year 2013 reported the competencies of members of the 
highest governance body.  
 
93 percent of the companies in years 2010 and 2014 reported the composition of 
executive and non-executive directors on the board, while 100 percent of the 
companies in years 2011, 2012 and 2013 reported on the composition of executive 
and non-executive directors on the board. 71 percent of the companies in year 2010 
reported on the tenure on the governance body, while 93 percent of the companies in 
years 2011, 2012 and 2014 respectively reported on the tenure on the governance 
body. However, 100 percent of the companies in year 2013 reported on the tenure on 
the governance body.  
 
64 percent of the companies in year 2010 reported on the nature of each director’s 
other significant positions and commitments, while 79 percent of the companies in 
year 2011 reported on the nature of each director’s other significant positions and 
commitments. However, 86 percent of the companies in year 2012 reported on the 
nature of each director’s other significant positions and commitments, while 93 
percent of the companies in year 2013 reported on the nature of each director’s other 
significant positions and commitments. 86 percent of the companies in year 2014 
reported on the nature of each director’s other significant positions and 
commitments. 93 percent of the companies in years 2010, 2011, 2012 and 2013 
respectively reported on stakeholder representation on the board of directors, while 
86 percent of the companies in year 2014 reported on stakeholder representation on 
the board of directors.  
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93 percent of the companies in years 2010 and 2014 respectively reported on 
whether the chair of the board is also an executive officer, while 100 percent of the 
companies in years 2011, 2012 and 2013 respectively reported on whether the chair 
of the board is also an executive officer. 93 percent of the companies in years 2010, 
2011, 2012 and 2014 respectively reported cross-board membership and related 
party disclosures, while 100 percent of the companies in years 2013 reported cross-
board membership and related party disclosures.  
 
21 percent of the companies in year 2010 reported on the board’s role in identifying 
and managing economic, social and environmental impacts, risks and opportunities, 
while 86 percent of the companies in years 2011, 2012 and 2013 respectively 
reported on the board’s role in identifying and managing economic, social and 
environmental impacts, risks and opportunities. However, 71 percent of the 
companies in year 2014 reported on the board’s role in identifying and managing 
economic, social and environmental impacts, risks and opportunities.  
 
In 2010, none of the companies reported on the committee that reviews and 
approves the organization’s sustainability report and ensures that all material aspects 
are covered, while 7 percent of the companies in year 2011 reported on the 
committee that reviews and approves the organization’s sustainability report and 
ensures that all material aspects are covered. 21 percent of the companies in years 
2012 and 2013 respectively reported on the committee that reviews the 
organization’s sustainability report and ensures that all material aspects are covered. 
However, 36 percent of the companies in year 2014 reported on the committee that 
reviews the organization’s sustainability report and ensures that all material aspects 
are covered.  
 
In years 2010 and 2014 respectively, 93 percent of the companies reported on the 
highest governance body in risk management, while 100 percent of the companies in 
years 2011, 2012 and 2013 respectively reported on the highest governance body in 
risk management. In years 2010 and 2014 respectively, 93 percent of the companies 
reported on remuneration for the highest governance body, while 100 percent of the 
companies in years 2011, 2012 and 2013 respectively reported on remuneration for 
the highest governance body.  
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In years 2010 and 2012 respectively, 79 percent of the companies reported on their 
code of conduct, while 71 percent of the companies in year 2011 reported on their 
code of conduct. However, 86 percent of the companies in years 2013 and 2014 
respectively reported on their code of conduct.  
 
In years 2010 and 2014 respectively, 86 percent of the companies reported on their 
mechanisms for matters bothering on integrity, while 71 percent of the companies in 
years 2011 and 2012 respectively reported on their mechanisms for matters 
bothering on integrity. However, 79 percent of the companies in year 2013 reported 
on their mechanisms for matters bothering on integrity. 
 
In years 2010, 2012 and 2014 respectively, 86 percent of the companies reported on 
whistle blowing mechanisms or hotlines, while 71 percent of the companies in year 
2011 reported on whistle blowing mechanisms or hotlines. However, 79 percent of 
the companies in year 2013 reported on whistle blowing mechanisms or hotlines.  
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Table 4.6: Number of companies engaging in Reporting Governance Indicators  
       in the Banking sector 
  
Years 
S/No. Governance Indicators 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
1 
Governance structure and 
composition 13 14 14 14 13 
2 
Competencies of members of the 
highest governance body 10 11 12 13 12 
3 Composition of Board  directors  13 14 14 14 13 
4 Directors’ Tenure  10 13 13 14 13 
5 
Directors’ other significant positions 
and commitments  9 11 12 13 12 
6 Stakeholder representation 13 13 13 13 12 
7 Chairman is an Executive Officer  13 14 14 14 13 
8 
Conflicts of interest – cross-board 
membership and related party 
disclosures 13 13 13 14 13 
9 
Board’s role in identifying and 
managing economic, social and 
environmental impacts  3 12 12 12 10 
10 
Committee that incorporates 
material aspects in sustainability 
report  0 1 3 3 5 
11 
Highest governance body in risk 
management 13 14 14 14 13 
12 
Directors’ and Executive 
Remuneration  13 14 14 14 13 
13 
Organization’s code of conduct and 
code of ethics 11 10 11 12 12 
14 
Mechanisms for seeking advice on 
Integrity Issues 12 10 10 11 12 
15 
Whistle blowing mechanisms or 
hotlines 12 10 12 11 12 
Source: Researcher’s Compilation from Corporate Reports (2010-2014) 
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The corporate reports of 14 banks were assessed based on the economic indicators in 
Table 4.7. In years 2010 and 2014 respectively, 93 percent of the companies 
reported on benefits provided to full-time employees, while 100 percent of the 
companies in years 2011, 2012 and 2013 respectively reported on benefits provided 
to full-time employees.  
 
In years 2010 and 2011 respectively, 7 percent of the companies reported on lost day 
rate, absentee rate and work-related fatalities for the workforce, while 14 percent of 
the companies in years 2012, 2013 and 2014 respectively reported on lost day rate, 
absentee rate and work-related fatalities for the workforce.  
 
In years 2010 and 2014, 93 percent of the companies reported on health, safety, and 
employee training, while 100 percent of the companies in years 2011, 2012 and 
2013 reported on health, safety and employee training.  
 
In year 2010, 50 percent of the companies reported on representation of men, 
women and diversity in governance bodies, while 93 percent of the companies in 
years 2011 and 2014 respectively reported on representation of men, women and 
diversity in governance bodies. 100 percent of the companies in years 2012 and 
2013 respectively reported on representation of men, women and diversity in 
governance bodies.  
 
In year 2010, 7 percent of the companies reported on equal remuneration of women 
and men, while 14 percent of the companies in years 2011, 2012, 2013 and 2014 
respectively reported on equal remuneration of women and men. In years 2010 and 
2011 respectively, no companies reported on child labour, while 21 percent of the 
companies in year 2012 reported on child labour. However, 14 percent of the 
companies in years 2013 and 2014 respectively reported on child labour. 
 
In years 2010 and 2014 respectively, 93 percent of companies reported on local 
community development programmes, while 100 percent of companies in years 
2011, 2012 and 2013 reported on local community development programmes.  
 
In years 2010, 2011 and 2012 respectively, 93 percent of the companies reported on 
stakeholder engagement plans, while 100 percent of the companies in year 2013 
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reported on stakeholder engagement plans. However, 86 percent of the companies in 
year 2014 reported on stakeholder engagement plans.  
 
In year 2010, 43 percent of the companies reported on anti-corruption policies and 
procedures, while 86 percent of the companies in the years 2011 and 2012 
respectively reported on anti-corruption policies and procedures. However, 79 
percent of the companies in years 2013 and 2014 respectively reported on anti-
corruption policies and procedures. In year 2010, 14 percent of the companies 
reported on political financial and in-kind contributions made directly and indirectly 
by the organization, while 36 percent of the companies in years 2011, 2012 and 
2013 respectively reported on political financial and in-kind contributions made 
directly and indirectly by the organization. However, 21 percent of the companies in 
year 2014 reported on political financial and in-kind contributions made directly and 
indirectly by the organization. 
 
In year 2010, 7 percent of the companies reported on suppliers and clients subject to 
assessments for impacts on society, while 28 percent of the companies in year 2011 
reported on suppliers and clients subject to assessments for impacts on society. 
However, 71 percent of the companies in year 2012 reported on suppliers and clients 
subject to assessments for impacts on society, while 64 percent of the companies in 
year 2013 reported on suppliers and clients subject to assessments for impacts on 
society. 57 percent of the companies in year 2014 reported on suppliers and clients 
subject to assessments for impacts on society. In years 2010, 2011 and 2013 
respectively, 7 percent of the companies reported on actual and potential negative 
impacts on society identified in the supply chain, while 14 percent of the companies 
in years 2012 and 2014 respectively reported on actual and potential negative 
impacts on society identified in the supply chain.  
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Table 4.7: Number of companies engaging in Reporting Social Indicators in the    
                 Banking sector 
  
Years 
S/No. Social Indicators 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
1 Benefits to full-time employees 13 14 14 14 13 
2 
Injury/injury rate/occupational 
diseases rate 1 1 2 2 2 
3 
Health and Safety employee 
training 13 14 14 14 13 
4 
Representation of men and 
women in governance bodies 7 13 14 14 13 
5 
Equal remuneration of men and 
women 1 2 2 2 2 
6 Child labour 1 1 3 2 2 
7 
Local community development 
programmes 13 14 14 14 13 
8 Stakeholder engagement plans 13 13 13 14 12 
9 
Anti-corruption policies and 
procedures 6 12 12 11 11 
10 
Political financial and other kinds 
of contributions made by the 
organization 2 5 5 5 3 
11 
Suppliers and clients subject to 
assessments for impacts on 
society 1 4 10 9 8 
12 
Potential negative impacts on 
society identified in the supply 
chain 1 1 2 1 2 
Source: Researcher’s Compilation from Corporate Reports (2010-2014) 
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The corporate reports of 9 oil and gas companies were assessed based on the 
economic indicators in Table 4.8. Out of the 9 observed cases, 100 percent 
respectively reported on revenue, operating costs, employee wages and benefits, 
payments to providers of capital, payments to government and community 
investments from years 2010 to 2014.  
 
In 2010, 11 percent of the companies in the years 2010, 2011, 2013 and 2014 
respectively reported on risks or opportunity posed by climate change, while 22 
percent of the companies in year 2012 reported on risks or opportunity posed by 
climate change.  
 
In 2010, 11 percent of the companies in the years 2010, 2011, 2013 and 2014 
respectively reported on the financial implications of the risk or opportunity posed 
by climate change, while 22 percent of the companies in year 2012 reported on the 
financial implications of the risk or opportunity posed by climate change.  
 
In 2010, 11 percent of the companies in the years 2010, 2011, 2013 and 2014 
respectively reported on the costs of actions taken to manage the risk and 
opportunity posed by climate change, while 22 percent of the companies in year 
2012 reported on the costs of actions taken to manage the risk and opportunity posed 
by climate change. 
 
In 2010, 56 percent of the companies reported on the estimated value of defined 
benefit plan obligations (liabilities), while 78 percent of the companies in year 2011 
reported on the estimated value of defined benefit plan obligations (liabilities). 
However, 67 percent of the companies in years 2012 and 2013 reported on the 
estimated value of defined benefit plan obligations (liabilities); and 89 percent of the 
companies in year 2014 reported on the estimated value of defined benefit plan 
obligations (liabilities).  
 
In 2010, 56 percent of the companies reported on whether the defined benefit plan 
obligations (liabilities) will be settled by the organization’s resources or a separate 
fund, while 78 percent of the companies in year 2011 reported on whether the 
defined benefit plan obligations (liabilities) will be settled by the organization’s 
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resources or a separate fund. 67 percent of the companies in years 2012 and 2013 
reported on whether the defined benefit plan obligations (liabilities) will be settled 
by the organization’s resources or a separate fund. However, 89 percent of the 
companies in year 2014 reported on whether the defined benefit plan obligations 
(liabilities) will be settled by the organization’s resources or a separate fund.  
 
In 2010, 56 percent of the companies reported on the percentage of salary 
contributed to the defined benefit plan by the employer and employee, while 78 
percent of the companies in year 2011 reported on the percentage of salary 
contributed to the defined benefit plan by the employer and employee. However, 67 
percent of the companies in years 2012 and 2013 reported on the percentage of 
salary contributed to the defined benefit plan by the employer and employee, while 
78 percent of the companies in year 2014 reported on the percentage of salary 
contributed to the defined benefit plan by the employer and employee. 
 
In 2010, no company reported on assistance received from government (for instance, 
tax relief, tax credit, subsidies, investment grants, research and development grants, 
awards, royalty holidays, financial incentives, presence of government in the 
shareholding structure). However, 11 percent of the companies in years 2011, 2012 
and 2014 respectively reported on assistance received from government (for 
instance, tax relief, tax credit, subsidies, investment grants, research and 
development grants, awards, royalty holidays, financial incentives, presence of 
government in the shareholding structure). 22 percent of the companies in year 2013 
reported on assistance received from government (for instance, tax relief, tax credit, 
subsidies, investment grants, research and development grants, awards, royalty 
holidays, financial incentives, presence of government in the shareholding 
structure). 
 
In years 2010, 2011, 2013 and 2014 respectively, 11 percent of the companies 
reported on spending on local suppliers at significant locations of operations, while 
in year 2012, 22 percent of the companies reported on spending on local suppliers at 
significant locations of operations.  
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Table 4.8: Number of Companies Reporting Economic Indicators in the Oil and  
      Gas Sector 
  
 
Years 
S/No. Economic Indicators 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
1 Revenue 9 9 9 9 9 
2 Operating costs 9 9 9 9 9 
3 Employee wages and benefits 9 9 9 9 9 
4 Payments to Providers of Capital 9 9 9 9 9 
5 Payments to Government 9 9 9 9 9 
6 Community Investments 9 9 9 9 9 
7 
Climate change - risks and 
opportunities  1 1 2 1 1 
8 
Climate change - Financial 
Implications of risks and opportunities 1 1 2 1 1 
9 
Climate change - Costs of actions 
taken to manage risks or opportunities  1 1 2 1 1 
10 
Value of Defined Benefit Plan 
obligations 5 7 6 6 8 
11 
Mode of Settling the Defined Benefit 
Plan Obligations (Liability) 5 7 6 6 8 
12 
Percentage of salary contributed by the 
employer and employee 5 7 6 6 7 
13 
Financial assistance received from 
government 0 1 1 2 1 
14 
Amount spent on local suppliers at 
significant locations of operations 1 1 2 1 1 
Source: Researcher’s Compilation from Corporate Reports (2010-2014) 
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The corporate reports of 9 oil and gas companies were assessed based on the 
economic indicators in Table 4.9. In 2010, 11 percent of the companies reported on 
renewable and non-renewable materials used. In 2011, 2012 and 2013, 22 percent of 
companies reported on renewable and non-renewable materials used. However, in 
2014, 33 percent of companies reported on renewable and non-renewable materials 
used. In 2010, 11 percent of companies reported on materials used that are from 
recycled materials used to manufacture the organization’s product and services. In 
2011, 2012 and 2013, 22 percent of companies reported on materials used that are 
from recycled materials used to manufacture the organization’s product and services. 
However, in 2014, 33 percent of companies reported on materials used that are from 
recycled materials used to manufacture the organization’s product and services.  
 
In 2010 and 2011 respectively, 11 percent of companies reported on fuel 
consumption from renewable energy, electricity/heating/cooling/steam consumption. 
However, in 2012, 2013 and 2014 respectively 22 percent of companies reported on 
fuel consumption from renewable energy, electricity/heating/cooling/steam 
consumption. In 2010 and 2011 respectively, 11 percent of the companies reported 
on electricity/heating/cooling/steam sold/project funded. However, in 2012, 2013 
and 2014 respectively, 22 percent of the companies reported on 
electricity/heating/cooling/steam sold/project funded.  
 
In 2010, 11 percent of the companies reported on reduction in energy consumption 
as a result of conservation and efficiency. In 2011, 2012 and 2013 respectively, 22 
percent of the companies reported on reduction in energy consumption as a result of 
conservation and efficiency. However, in 2014, 33 percent of the companies 
reported on reduction in energy consumption as a result of conservation and 
efficiency. In 2010 and 2011 respectively, 11 percent of the companies reported on 
water withdrawal by source, while in 2012, 2013 and 2014 respectively, 22 percent 
of the companies reported on water withdrawal by source.  
 
In 2010 and 2011 respectively, 11 percent of the companies reported on water 
recycled, while in 2012, 2013 and 2014 respectively, 22 percent of the companies 
reported on water recycled. In 2010, 2011 and 2014 respectively, 11 percent of the 
companies reported on gross direct greenhouse gas emissions, while in 2012 and 
2013 respectively, 22 percent of the companies reported on gross direct greenhouse 
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gas emissions. In 2010, 2011 and 2014 respectively, 11 percent of the companies 
reported on organic pollutants, while in 2012 and 2013 respectively, 22 percent of 
the companies reported on organic pollutants. 
 
In 2010 and 2011 respectively, 11 percent of the companies reported on water 
discharged, while in 2012, 2013 and 2014 respectively, 22 percent of the companies 
reported on water discharged. In 2010, 11 percent of the companies reported on 
waste and disposal method, while in 2011, 2012, 2013 and 2014 respectively, 22 
percent of the companies reported on waste and disposal method.  
 
In 2010, 2011 and 2014 respectively, 11 percent of the companies reported on the 
number of spills, but in 2012 and 2013 respectively, 22 percent of the companies 
reported on the number of spills. In 2010 and 2011 respectively, 11 percent of the 
companies reported on environmental protection expenditures, but in 2012, 2013 
and 2014 respectively, 22 percent of the companies reported on environmental 
protection expenditures.  
 
In 2010, 2011 and 2014 respectively, 11 percent of the companies reported on 
assessment of suppliers on the basis of environmental risks. However, in 2012 and 
2013, 22 percent of the companies reported on assessment of suppliers on the basis 
of environmental risks. In 2010, 2011 and 2014 respectively, 11 percent of the 
companies reported on assessment of clients on the basis of environmental risks, 
while in 2012 and 2013, 22 percent of the companies reported on assessment of 
clients on the basis of environmental risks. 
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Table 4.9: Number of Companies Reporting Environmental Indicators in the  
          Oil and Gas Sector 
  
Years 
S/No. Environmental Indicators 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
1 
Renewable and non-renewable 
materials used 1 1 2 1 1 
2 
Recycled materials used to 
manufacture the organization's 
product and services 1 2 2 2 3 
3 
Fuel/electricity/heating/cooling/steam 
consumption  1 1 2 2 2 
4 Electricity/heating/cooling/steam sold 1 1 2 2 2 
5 
Reduction in energy consumption 
due to conservation  1 2 2 2 3 
6 Water withdrawn for operations 1 1 2 2 2 
7 Water recycled and reused 1 1 2 2 2 
8 
Gross direct Greenhouse gas 
Emissions 1 1 2 2 1 
9 Organic Pollutants 1 1 2 2 1 
10 
Water discharge and quality of water 
discharged 1 1 2 2 2 
11 Waste and method of disposal 1 2 2 2 2 
12 Number and volume of spills 1 1 2 2 1 
13 
Environmental protection 
expenditures 1 1 2 2 2 
14 
Assessment of suppliers on the basis 
of environmental risks 1 1 2 2 1 
15 
Assessment of clients on the basis of 
environmental risks 1 1 2 2 1 
Source: Researcher’s Compilation from Corporate Reports (2010-2014) 
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The corporate reports of 9 oil and gas companies were assessed based on the 
governance indicators in Table 4.10. In 2010 and 2011 respectively, 78 percent of 
the companies reported on governance structure and composition, while 67 percent 
of the companies in 2012 and 2013 respectively reported on governance structure 
and composition. However, 89 percent of the companies in year 2014 reported on 
governance structure and composition.  
 
In 2010 and 2011 respectively, 67 percent of the companies reported the 
competencies of members of the highest governance body, while in 2012 and 2013 
respectively, 56 percent of the companies respectively reported on the competencies 
of members of the highest governance body. However, 89 percent of the companies 
in 2014 reported the competencies of members of the highest governance body. 
 
78 percent of the companies in year 2010 reported the composition of executive and 
non-executive directors on the board, while 78 percent of the companies in year 
2011 reported on the composition of executive and non-executive directors on the 
board. 67 percent of the companies in year 2012 reported the composition of 
executive and non-executive directors on the board. However, 67 percent of the 
companies in year 2013 reported the composition of executive and non-executive 
directors on the board; and 78 percent of the companies in year 2014 reported the 
composition of executive and non-executive directors on the board. 
 
56 percent of the companies in year 2010, 2011, 2012 and 2013 respectively 
reported on the tenure on the governance body, while 78 percent of the companies in 
year 2014 reported on the tenure on the governance body.  
 
56 percent of the companies in year 2010 reported on the nature of each director’s 
other significant positions and commitments, while 67 percent of the companies in 
year 2011 reported on the nature of each director’s other significant positions and 
commitments. 56 percent of the companies in year 2012 and 2013 reported on the 
nature of each director’s other significant positions and commitments, while 78 
percent of the companies in year 2014 reported on the nature of each director’s other 
significant positions and commitments. 
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33 percent of the companies in year 2010 reported on stakeholder representation on 
the board of directors, while 56 percent of the companies in 2011 reported on 
stakeholder representation on the board of directors. 67 percent of the companies in 
year 2012 and 2013 reported on stakeholder representation on the board of directors, 
while 78 percent of the companies in year 2014 reported on stakeholder 
representation on the board of directors. 78 percent of the companies in year 2010 
and 2011 reported on whether the chair of the board is also an executive officer, 
while 67 percent of the companies in years 2012 reported on whether the chair of the 
board is also an executive officer. However, 78 percent of the companies in year 
2013 and 2014 reported on whether the chair of the board is also an executive 
officer.  
78 percent of the companies in year 2010 and 2011 respectively reported cross-
board membership and related party disclosures, while 67 percent of the companies 
in years 2012 and 2013 respectively reported cross-board membership and related 
party disclosures. However, 78 percent of the companies in year 2014 reported 
cross-board membership and related party disclosures. 56 percent of the companies 
in year 2010 and 2011 respectively reported on the board’s role in identifying and 
managing economic, social and environmental impacts, risks and opportunities, 
while 67 percent of the companies in years 2012 and 2013 reported on the board’s 
role in identifying and managing economic, social and environmental impacts, risks 
and opportunities. However, 56 percent of the companies in year 2014 reported on 
the board’s role in identifying and managing economic, social and environmental 
impacts, risks and opportunities.  
 
In 2010 and 2011 none of the companies reported on the committee that reviews and 
approves the organization’s sustainability report and ensures that all material aspects 
are covered. However, 11 percent of the companies in years 2012, 2013 and 2014 
reported on the committee that reviews and approves the organization’s 
sustainability report and ensures that all material aspects are covered.  
 
In year 2010, 67 percent of the companies reported on the highest governance body 
in risk management, while 78 percent of the companies in year 2011 reported on the 
highest governance body in risk management. However, 67 percent of the 
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companies in years 2012, 2013 and 2014 reported on the highest governance body in 
risk management.  
 
In year 2010, 67 percent of the companies reported on remuneration for the highest 
governance body, while 78 percent of the companies in year 2011 reported on 
remuneration for the highest governance body. 67 percent of the companies in year 
2012 and 2013 reported on remuneration for the highest governance body. However, 
78 percent of the companies in year 2014 reported on remuneration for the highest 
governance body.  
In year 2010, 67 percent of the companies reported on their code of conduct, while 
56 percent of the companies in years 2011 reported on their code of conduct. 44 
percent of the companies in year 2012 reported on their code of conduct. 56 percent 
of the companies in year 2013 reported on their code of conduct. However, 78 
percent of the companies in year 2014 reported on their code of conduct. In years 
2010 and 2011, 67 percent of the companies reported on their mechanisms for 
matters bothering on integrity, while 56 percent of the companies in years 2012 and 
2013 respectively reported on their mechanisms for matters bothering on integrity. 
However, 78 percent of the companies in year 2014 reported on their mechanisms 
for matters bothering on integrity. 
 
In year 2010, 78 percent of the companies reported on whistle blowing mechanisms 
or hotlines, while 67 percent of the companies in year 2011 reported on whistle 
blowing mechanisms or hotlines. However, 56 percent of the companies in year 
2012 and 2013 reported on whistle blowing mechanisms or hotlines, while 78 
percent of the companies in year 2014 reported on whistle blowing mechanisms or 
hotlines. 
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Table 4.10: Number of Companies Reporting Governance Indicators in the Oil  
             and Gas Sector 
  
Years 
S/No. Governance Indicators 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
1 
Governance structure and 
composition 7 7 6 6 8 
2 
Competencies of members of the 
highest governance body 6 6 5 5 8 
3 Composition of Board  directors  7 7 6 6 7 
4 Directors’ Tenure  5 5 5 5 7 
5 
Directors’ other significant positions 
and commitments  5 6 5 5 7 
6 Stakeholder representation 3 5 6 6 7 
7 Chairman is an Executive Officer  7 7 6 7 7 
8 
Conflicts of interest – cross-board 
membership and related party 
disclosures 7 7 6 6 7 
9 
Board’s role in identifying and 
managing economic, social and 
environmental impacts  5 5 6 6 5 
10 
Committee that incorporates 
material aspects in sustainability 
report  0 0 1 1 1 
11 
Highest governance body in risk 
management 6 7 6 6 6 
12 
Directors’ and Executive 
Remuneration  6 7 6 6 7 
13 
Organization’s code of conduct and 
code of ethics 6 5 4 5 7 
14 
Mechanisms for seeking advice on 
Integrity Issues 6 6 5 5 7 
15 
Whistle blowing mechanisms or 
hotlines 7 6 5 5 7 
Source: Researcher’s Compilation from Corporate Reports (2010-2014) 
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The corporate reports of 9 oil and gas companies were assessed based on the 
governance indicators in Table 4.11. In year 2010, 78 percent of the companies 
reported on benefits provided to full-time employees, while 67 percent of the 
companies in year 2011 reported on benefits provided to full-time employees. 78 
percent of the companies in years 2012 and 2013 reported on benefits provided to 
full-time employees. However, 89 percent of the companies in year 2014 reported 
on reported on benefits provided to full-time employees.  
 
In year 2010, 22 percent of the companies reported on lost day rate, absentee rate 
and work-related fatalities for the workforce, while 33 percent of the companies in 
years 2011 and 2012 reported on lost day rate, absentee rate and work-related 
fatalities for the workforce. However, 44 percent of the companies in years 2013 and 
2014 reported on reported on lost day rate, absentee rate and work-related fatalities 
for the workforce.  
 
In years 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013 and 2014 respectively 89 percent of the companies 
reported on health, safety, and employee training.  
 
In year 2010, 33 percent of the companies reported on representation of men, 
women and diversity in governance bodies, while 44 percent of the companies in 
year 2011 reported on representation of men, women and diversity in governance 
bodies. However, 56 percent of the companies in years 2012, 2013 and 2014 
reported on representation of men, women and diversity in governance bodies.  
 
In years 2010, 2011 and 2012, 11 percent of companies reported on equal 
remuneration of women and men. However, 22 percent of the companies in years 
2013 and 2014 respectively reported on equal remuneration of women and men.  
 
In years 2010 and 2011, 11 percent of companies reported on child labour. 22 
percent of the companies in years 2012 and 2013 reported on child labour, while 11 
percent of the companies in year 2014 reported on child labour. 
 
In year 2010, 78 percent of companies reported on local community development 
programmes, while 89 percent of companies in years 2011, 2012, 2013 and 2014 
respectively reported on local community development programmes.  
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In year 2010, 44 percent of the companies reported on stakeholder engagement 
plans, while 78 percent of the companies in year 2011 reported on stakeholder 
engagement plans. 67 percent of the companies in year 2012 and 2013 reported on 
stakeholder engagement plans, while 78 percent of the companies in year 2014 
reported on stakeholder engagement plans.  
 
In year 2010, 22 percent of the companies reported on anti-corruption policies and 
procedures, while 44 percent of the companies in the year 2011 reported on anti-
corruption policies and procedures. 56 percent of the companies in year 2012 
reported on anti-corruption policies and procedures. However, 67 percent of the 
companies in years 2013 and 2014 reported on anti-corruption policies and 
procedures. 
 
In year 2010, 33 percent of the companies reported on political financial and in-kind 
contributions made directly and indirectly by the organization, while 11 percent of 
the companies in year 2011 reported on political financial and in-kind contributions 
made directly and indirectly by the organization. 22 percent of the companies in year 
2012 reported on political financial and in-kind contributions made directly and 
indirectly by the organization. 33 percent of the companies in year 2013 reported on 
political financial and in-kind contributions made directly and indirectly by the 
organization; and 11 percent of the companies in year 2014 reported on political 
financial and in-kind contributions made directly and indirectly by the organization. 
 
 In years 2010 and 2011, 11 percent of companies reported on suppliers and clients 
subject to assessments for impacts on society, while 22 percent of the companies in 
year 2012 and 2013 reported on suppliers and clients subject to assessments for 
impacts on society. However, 11 percent of the companies in year 2014 reported on 
suppliers and clients subject to assessments for impacts on society.  
 
In year 2010 and 2011, 11 percent of companies reported on actual and potential 
negative impacts on society identified in the supply chain, while 22 percent of the 
companies in year 2012 and 2013 reported on actual and potential negative impacts 
on society identified in the supply chain. However, 11 percent of the companies in 
years 2014 reported on actual and potential negative impacts on society identified in 
the supply chain. 
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Table 4.11: Number of Companies Reporting Social Indicators in the Oil and  
         Gas Sector 
  
Years 
S/No. Social Indicators 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
1 Benefits to full-time employees 7 6 7 7 8 
2 
Injury/injury rate/occupational 
diseases rate 2 3 3 4 4 
3 
Health and Safety employee 
training 8 8 8 8 8 
4 
Representation of men and 
women in governance bodies 3 4 5 5 5 
5 
Equal remuneration of men and 
women 1 1 1 2 2 
6 Child labour 1 1 2 2 1 
7 
Local community development 
programmes 7 8 8 8 8 
8 Stakeholder engagement plans 4 7 6 6 7 
9 
Anti-corruption policies and 
procedures 2 4 5 6 6 
10 
Political financial and other kinds 
of contributions made by the 
organization 3 1 2 3 1 
11 
Suppliers and clients subject to 
assessments for impacts on 
society 1 1 2 2 1 
12 
Potential negative impacts on 
society identified in the supply 
chain 1 1 2 2 1 
Source: Researcher’s Compilation from Corporate Reports (2010-2014) 
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The corporate reports of 20 consumer goods companies were assessed based on the 
economic indicators in Table 4.12. Out of the 20 observed cases, 13 to 19 companies 
reported on revenue from 2010 to 2014, there was a rise in reporting on revenue 
from 2010 to 2014. 14 to 20 companies reported on operating costs from 2010 to 
2014. There was a rise in reporting on operating costs from 2010 to 2014. 14 to 20 
companies reported on employee wages and benefits from 2010 to 2014. This 
signified a rise in reporting on employee wages and benefits from 2010 to 2014. 12 
to 19 companies reported on payments to providers of capital from 2010 to 2014. 
This signified a rise in reporting on payments to providers of capital from 2010 to 
2014. 14 to 20 companies reported on payments to government from 2010 to 2014; 
and this signified a rise in reporting on payments to government from 2010 to 2014. 
10 to 18 companies reported on community investments from 2010 to 2014; and this 
signified a rise in reporting on community investments from 2010 to 2014. In 2010, 
no company reported on risks or opportunity posed by climate change. There was a 
rise in reporting risks or opportunity posed by climate change from 2010 to 2012 as 
4 companies reported. However in 2014, only 2 companies reported on risks or 
opportunity posed by climate change. It can be deduced that very few companies 
engage in reporting on the risks and opportunity posed by climate change in the 
consumer goods sector of the Nigerian Stock Exchange (NSE).  
 
In 2010, no company reported on the financial implications of the risk or 
opportunity posed by climate change. There was a rise in reporting the financial 
implications of the risk or opportunity posed by climate change in 2012 as 4 
companies reported. However in 2014, only 1 company reported on the financial 
implications of the risk or opportunity posed by climate change. It can be deduced 
that very few companies engage in reporting on the financial implications of the risk 
and opportunity posed by climate change in the consumer goods sector of the 
Nigerian Stock Exchange (NSE).  
 
In 2010, no company reported on the costs of actions taken to manage the risk and 
opportunity posed by climate change. There was a rise in reporting the costs of 
actions taken to manage the risk and opportunity posed by climate change in 2012 as 
4 companies reported. However in 2014, only 1 company reported on the costs of 
actions taken to manage the risk or opportunity posed by climate change. It can be 
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deduced that very few companies engage in reporting on the costs of actions taken to 
manage the risk and opportunity posed by climate change in the consumer goods 
sector of the Nigerian Stock Exchange (NSE).  
 
In 2010, 7 companies reported on the estimated value of defined benefit plan 
obligations (liabilities). There was a rise in reporting from 2010 to 2014. By 2014, 
14 companies reported on the estimated value of defined benefit plan obligations 
(liabilities).  
 
In 2010, 8 companies reported on whether the defined benefit plan obligations 
(liabilities) will be settled by the organization’s resources or a separate fund. 
However, as at 2014, a total of 13 companies reported on whether the defined 
benefit plan obligations (liabilities) will be settled by the organization’s resources or 
a separate fund. 
In 2010, 8 companies reported on the percentage of salary contributed to the defined 
benefit plan by the employer and employee. By 2014, a total of 11 companies 
reported on the percentage of salary contributed to the defined benefit plan by the 
employer and employee.  
 
In 2010, 3 companies reported on assistance received from government (for 
instance, tax relief, tax credit, subsidies, investment grants, research and 
development grants, awards, royalty holidays, financial incentives, presence of 
government in the shareholding structure). By 2014, 9 companies reported on 
assistance received from government (for instance, tax relief, tax credit, subsidies, 
investment grants, research and development grants, awards, royalty holidays, 
financial incentives, presence of government in the shareholding structure). 
 
In 2010, no company reported on spending on local suppliers at significant locations 
of operations. In 2013, 3 companies reported on spending on local suppliers at 
significant locations of operations. In 2014, no company reported on spending on 
local suppliers at significant locations of operations.  
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Table 4.12: Number of Companies Reporting Economic Indicators in the  
         Consumer Goods Sector 
  
 
Years 
S/No. Economic Indicators 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
1 Revenue 13 18 19 19 19 
2 Operating costs 14 19 20 20 20 
3 Employee wages and benefits 14 19 20 20 20 
4 Payments to Providers of Capital 12 17 17 17 19 
5 Payments to Government 14 19 20 20 20 
6 Community Investments 10 17 18 17 18 
7 
Climate change - risks and 
opportunities  0 2 4 3 2 
8 
Climate change - Financial 
Implications of risks and 
opportunities 0 2 4 3 1 
9 
Climate change - Costs of actions 
taken to manage risks or 
opportunities  0 2 4 3 1 
10 
Value of Defined Benefit Plan 
obligations 7 11 12 14 14 
11 
Mode of Settling the Defined Benefit 
Plan Obligations (Liability) 8 11 12 13 13 
12 
Percentage of salary contributed by 
the employer and employee 8 11 11 12 11 
13 
Financial assistance received from 
government 3 5 9 8 9 
14 
Amount spent on local suppliers at 
significant locations of operations 0 2 3 3 0 
Source: Researcher’s Compilation from Corporate Reports (2010-2014) 
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The corporate reports of 20 consumer goods companies were assessed based on the 
environmental indicators in Table 4.13. In 2010, no company reported on renewable 
and non-renewable materials used. In 2011, 15 percent of companies reported on 
renewable and non-renewable materials used. In 2012, 25 percent of companies 
reported on renewable and non-renewable materials used. In 2013, 20 percent of 
companies reported on renewable and non-renewable materials used. In 2014, 15 
percent of companies reported on renewable and non-renewable materials used. 
There was a rise in reporting on renewable and non-renewable materials used in 
2011 and 2013. However, there was a fall in reporting on renewable and non-
renewable materials used in 2014.  
 
In 2010, 5 percent of companies reported on materials used that are from recycled 
materials used to manufacture the organization’s product and services. In 2011, 20 
percent of companies reported on materials used that are from recycled materials 
used to manufacture the organization’s product and services. In 2012, 30 percent of 
companies reported on materials used that are from recycled materials used to 
manufacture the organization’s product and services. In 2013, 30 percent of 
companies reported on materials used that are from recycled materials used to 
manufacture the organization’s product and services. In 2014, 20 percent of 
companies reported on materials used that are from recycled materials used to 
manufacture the organization’s product and services. There was a rise in reporting 
on materials used that are from recycled materials used to manufacture the 
organization’s product and services in 2011, 2012 and 2013. However, there was a 
fall in the number of companies that engaged in such reporting in 2014.  
 
In 2010, no company reported on fuel consumption from renewable energy, 
electricity/heating/cooling/steam consumption. Meanwhile, there was an increase in 
reporting on fuel consumption from 2011 to 2013. 20 percent of companies reported 
on fuel consumption from renewable energy in 2011, 
electricity/heating/cooling/steam consumption. However in 2012, 25 percent of the 
companies reported on fuel consumption from renewable energy, 
electricity/heating/cooling/steam consumption, while 30 percent of the companies 
reported on fuel consumption from renewable energy, 
electricity/heating/cooling/steam consumption in 2013. In 2014, 20 percent of the 
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companies reported on fuel consumption from renewable energy, 
electricity/heating/cooling/steam consumption.  
 
In 2010, 5 percent of the companies reported on electricity/heating/cooling/steam 
sold/project funded. In 2011, 15 percent of the companies reported on 
electricity/heating/cooling/steam sold/project funded. In 2012, 25 percent of the 
companies reported on electricity/heating/cooling/steam sold/project funded. In 
2013, 15 percent of the companies reported on electricity/heating/cooling/steam 
sold/project funded. In 2014, 15 percent of the companies reported on 
electricity/heating/cooling/steam sold/project funded. There was a rise in reporting 
electricity/heating/cooling/steam sold/project funded in 2012. However, the number 
of companies engaging in reporting electricity/heating/cooling/steam sold/project 
funded fell in 2013 and 2014.  
 
In 2010, 5 percent of the companies reported on reduction in energy consumption as 
a result of conservation and efficiency. In 2011, 20 percent of the companies 
reported on reduction in energy consumption as a result of conservation and 
efficiency. In 2012, 25 percent of the companies reported on reduction in energy 
consumption as a result of conservation and efficiency. In 2013, 25 percent of the 
companies reported on reduction in energy consumption as a result of conservation 
and efficiency. In 2014, 30 percent of the companies reported on reduction in energy 
consumption as a result of conservation and efficiency. 
 
In 2010, 5 percent of the companies reported on water withdrawal by source. In 
2011, 20 percent of the companies reported on water withdrawal by source. In 2012, 
25 percent of the companies reported on water withdrawal by source. In 2013, 25 
percent of the companies reported on water withdrawal by source. In 2014, 15 
percent of the companies reported on water withdrawal by source.  
 
In 2010, 5 percent of the companies reported on water recycled. In 2011, 20 percent 
of the companies reported on water recycled. In 2012, 25 percent of the companies 
reported on water recycled. In 2013, 25 percent of the companies reported on water 
recycled. In 2014, 20 percent of the companies reported on water recycled.  
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In 2010, 5 percent of the companies reported on gross direct greenhouse gas 
emissions. In 2011, 15 percent of the companies reported on gross direct greenhouse 
gas emissions. In 2012, 25 percent of the companies reported on gross direct 
greenhouse gas emissions. In 2013, 25 percent of the companies reported on gross 
direct greenhouse gas emissions. In 2014, 20 percent of the companies reported on 
gross direct greenhouse gas emissions. 
 
In 2010, 2011 and 2014 respectively, no company reported on organic pollutants. In 
2012, 5 percent of the companies reported on organic pollutants. In 2013, 5 percent 
of the companies reported on organic pollutants.  
 
In 2010, no company reported on water discharged. In 2011, 10 percent of the 
companies reported on water discharged. In 2012, 20 percent of the companies 
reported on water discharged. In 2013, 20 percent of the companies reported on 
water discharged. In 2014, 5 percent of the companies reported on water discharged. 
 
In 2010, 5 percent of the companies reported on waste and disposal method. In 
2011, 20 percent of the companies reported on waste and disposal method. In 2012, 
25 percent of the companies reported on waste and disposal method. In 2013, 25 
percent of the companies reported on waste and disposal method. In 2014, 20 
percent of the companies reported on waste and disposal method.  
 
In 2010, no company reported on the number of spills. In 2011, 10 percent of the 
companies reported on the number of spills. In 2012, 15 percent of the companies 
reported on the number of spills. In 2013, 10 percent of the companies reported on 
the number of spills. In 2014, 5 percent of the companies reported on the number of 
spills.  
 
In 2010, no company reported on environmental protection expenditures. In 2011, 
10 percent of the companies reported on environmental protection expenditures. In 
2012, 15 percent of the companies reported on environmental protection 
expenditures. In 2013, 15 percent of the companies reported on environmental 
protection expenditures. In 2014, 10 percent of the companies reported on 
environmental protection expenditures.  
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In 2010, no company reported on assessment of suppliers on the basis of 
environmental risks. In 2011, 10 percent of the companies reported on assessment of 
suppliers on the basis of environmental risks. In 2012, 20 percent of the companies 
reported on assessment of suppliers on the basis of environmental risks. In 2013, 25 
percent of the companies reported on assessment of suppliers on the basis of 
environmental risks. In 2014, 10 percent of the companies reported on assessment of 
suppliers on the basis of environmental risks. 
 
In 2010, no company reported on assessment of clients on the basis of 
environmental risks. In 2011, 10 percent of the companies reported on assessment of 
clients on the basis of environmental risks. In 2012, 20 percent of the companies 
reported on assessment of clients on the basis of environmental risks. In 2013, 20 
percent of the companies reported on assessment of clients on the basis of 
environmental risks. In 2014, 10 percent of the companies reported on assessment of 
clients on the basis of environmental risks. 
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Table 4.13: Number of Companies Reporting Environmental Indicators in the  
                    Consumer Goods Sector 
  
Years 
S/No. Environmental Indicators 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
1 
Renewable and non-renewable 
materials used 0 3 5 4 3 
2 
Recycled materials used to 
manufacture the organization's 
product and services 1 4 6 6 4 
3 
Fuel/electricity/heating/cooling/steam 
consumption  0 4 5 6 4 
4 Electricity/heating/cooling/steam sold 1 3 5 3 3 
5 
Reduction in energy consumption due 
to conservation  1 4 5 5 6 
6 Water withdrawn for operations 1 4 5 5 3 
7 Water recycled and reused 1 4 5 5 4 
8 
Gross direct Greenhouse gas 
Emissions 1 3 5 5 4 
9 Organic Pollutants 0 0 1 1 0 
10 
Water discharge and quality of water 
discharged 0 2 4 4 1 
11 Waste and method of disposal 1 4 5 5 4 
12 Number and volume of spills 0 2 3 2 1 
13 
Environmental protection 
expenditures 0 2 3 3 2 
14 
Assessment of suppliers on the basis 
of environmental risks 0 2 4 5 2 
15 
Assessment of clients on the basis of 
environmental risks 0 2 4 4 2 
Source: Researcher’s Compilation from Corporate Reports (2010-2014) 
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The corporate reports of 20 consumer goods companies were assessed based on the 
governance indicators in Table 4.14. In 2010, 50 percent of the companies reported 
on governance structure and composition. 60 percent of the companies in 2011 and 
2012 respectively reported on governance structure and composition. 80 percent of 
the companies in 2013 reported on governance structure and composition. 70 
percent of the companies in 2014 reported on governance structure and composition.  
 
In 2010, 20 percent of the companies reported the competencies of members of the 
highest governance body. In 2011 and 2012, 35 percent of the companies 
respectively reported on the competencies of members of the highest governance 
body. 50 percent of the companies in 2013 and 2014 reported the competencies of 
members of the highest governance body. 
 
35 percent of the companies in year 2010 reported the composition of executive and 
non-executive directors on the board. 60 percent of the companies in year 2011 
reported on the composition of executive and non-executive directors on the board. 
55 percent of the companies in year 2012 reported the composition of executive and 
non-executive directors on the board. 80 percent of the companies in year 2013 
reported the composition of executive and non-executive directors on the board. 70 
percent of the companies in year 2014 reported the composition of executive and 
non-executive directors on the board. 
 
25 percent of the companies in year 2010 reported on the tenure on the governance 
body. 40 percent of the companies in year 2011 reported on the tenure on the 
governance body. 50 percent of the companies in year 2012 and 2014 reported on 
the tenure on the governance body. 65 percent of the companies in year 2013 
reported on the tenure on the governance body.  
 
20 percent of the companies in year 2010 reported on the nature of each director’s 
other significant positions and commitments. 35 percent of the companies in year 
2011 reported on the nature of each director’s other significant positions and 
commitments. 30 percent of the companies in year 2012 reported on the nature of 
each director’s other significant positions and commitments. 50 percent of the 
companies in year 2013 and 2014 respectively reported on the nature of each 
director’s other significant positions and commitments. 
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30 percent of the companies in year 2010 reported on stakeholder representation on 
the board of directors. 45 percent of the companies in 2011 and 2012 respectively 
reported on stakeholder representation on the board of directors. 65 percent of the 
companies in year 2013 reported on stakeholder representation on the board of 
directors. 55 percent of the companies in year 2014 reported on stakeholder 
representation on the board of directors. 55 percent of the companies in year 2010 
reported on whether the chair of the board is also an executive officer. 65 percent of 
the companies in years 2011 and 2012 respectively reported on whether the chair of 
the board is also an executive officer. 85 percent of the companies in year 2013 
reported on whether the chair of the board is also an executive officer. 75 percent of 
the companies in year 2014 reported on whether the chair of the board is also an 
executive officer. 
 
35 percent of the companies in year 2010 reported cross-board membership and 
related party disclosures. 50 percent of the companies in years 2011 and 2012 
respectively reported cross-board membership and related party disclosures. 60 
percent of the companies in year 2013 reported cross-board membership and related 
party disclosures. 65 percent of the companies in year 2014 reported cross-board 
membership and related party disclosures. 15 percent of the companies in year 2010 
reported on the board’s role in identifying and managing economic, social and 
environmental impacts, risks and opportunities. 45 percent of the companies in years 
2011 and 2012 reported on the board’s role in identifying and managing economic, 
social and environmental impacts, risks and opportunities. 50 percent of the 
companies in year 2013 reported on the board’s role in identifying and managing 
economic, social and environmental impacts, risks and opportunities. 20 percent of 
the companies in year 2014 reported on the board’s role in identifying and managing 
economic, social and environmental impacts, risks and opportunities.  
 
In 2010, none of the companies reported on the committee that reviews and 
approves the organization’s sustainability report and ensures that all material aspects 
are covered. 10 percent of the companies in years 2011, 2012 and 2014 reported on 
the committee that reviews and approves the organization’s sustainability report and 
ensures that all material aspects are covered. 15 percent of the companies in year 
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2013 reported on the committee that reviews the organization’s sustainability report 
and ensures that all material aspects are covered.  
 
In year 2010, 50 percent of the companies reported on the highest governance body 
in risk management. 55 percent of the companies in year 2011 reported on the 
highest governance body in risk management. 60 percent of the companies in year 
2012 reported on the highest governance body in risk management. 85 percent of the 
companies in year 2013 reported on the highest governance body in risk 
management. 75 percent of the companies in year 2014 reported on the highest 
governance body in risk management.  
 
In year 2010, 50 percent of the companies reported on remuneration for the highest 
governance body. 55 percent of the companies in year 2011 reported on 
remuneration for the highest governance body. 60 percent of the companies in year 
2012 reported on remuneration for the highest governance body. 75 percent of the 
companies in year 2013 reported on remuneration for the highest governance body. 
65 percent of the companies in year 2014 reported on remuneration for the highest 
governance body.  
 
In year 2010, 15 percent of the companies reported on their code of conduct. 30 
percent of the companies in years 2011 and 2012 respectively reported on their code 
of conduct. 35 percent of the companies in year 2013 reported on their code of 
conduct. 55 percent of the companies in year 2014 reported on their code of conduct. 
 
In year 2010, 15 percent of the companies reported on their mechanisms for matters 
bothering on integrity. 25 percent of the companies in years 2011 and 2012 
respectively reported on their mechanisms for matters bothering on integrity. 30 
percent of the companies in years 2013 and 2014 respectively reported on their 
mechanisms for matters bothering on integrity. 
 
In year 2010, 10 percent of the companies reported on whistle blowing mechanisms 
or hotlines. 30 percent of the companies in years 2011, 2012 and 2013 respectively 
reported on whistle blowing mechanisms or hotlines. 40 percent of the companies in 
year 2014 reported on whistle blowing mechanisms or hotlines.  
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Table 4.14: Number of Companies Reporting Governance Indicators in the 
                    Consumer Goods Sector 
  
Years 
S/No. Governance Indicators 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
1 Governance structure and composition 10 12 12 16 14 
2 
Competencies of members of the 
highest governance body 4 7 7 10 10 
3 Composition of Board  directors  7 12 11 16 14 
4 Directors’ Tenure  5 8 10 13 10 
5 
Directors’ other significant positions 
and commitments  4 7 6 10 10 
6 Stakeholder representation 6 9 9 13 11 
7 Chairman is an Executive Officer  11 13 13 17 15 
8 
Conflicts of interest – cross-board 
membership and related party 
disclosures 7 10 10 12 13 
9 
Board’s role in identifying and 
managing economic, social and 
environmental impacts  3 9 9 10 4 
10 
Committee that incorporates material 
aspects in sustainability report  0 2 2 3 2 
11 
Highest governance body in risk 
management 10 11 12 17 15 
12 Directors’ and Executive Remuneration  10 11 12 15 13 
13 
Organization’s code of conduct and 
code of ethics 3 6 6 7 11 
14 
Mechanisms for seeking advice on 
Integrity Issues 1 5 5 6 6 
15 
Whistle blowing mechanisms or 
hotlines 2 6 6 6 8 
Source: Researcher’s Compilation from Corporate Reports (2010-2014) 
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The corporate reports of 20 consumer goods companies were assessed based on the 
social indicators in Table 4.15. In year 2010, 50 percent of the companies reported 
on benefits provided to full-time employees. 55 percent of the companies in year 
2011 reported on benefits provided to full-time employees. 60 percent of the 
companies in year 2012 reported on benefits provided to full-time employees. 80 
percent of the companies in year 2013 reported on benefits provided to full-time 
employees. 75 percent of the companies in year 2014 reported on reported on 
benefits provided to full-time employees.  
 
In year 2010, 5 percent of the companies reported on lost day rate, absentee rate and 
work-related fatalities for the workforce. 25 percent of the companies in years 2011 
and 2012 reported on lost day rate, absentee rate and work-related fatalities for the 
workforce. 35 percent of the companies in year 2013 reported on reported on lost 
day rate, absentee rate and work-related fatalities for the workforce. In year 2014, 15 
percent of the companies reported on lost day rate, absentee rate and work-related 
fatalities for the workforce. 
 
In year 2010, 50 percent of the companies reported on health, safety, and employee 
training. 55 percent of the companies in years 2011 and 2012 reported on health, 
safety and employee training. 75 percent of the companies in year 2013 reported on 
health, safety, and employee training. 70 percent of the companies in year 2014 
reported on health, safety, and employee training. 
 
In year 2010, 5 percent of the companies reported on representation of men, women 
and diversity in governance bodies. 25 percent of the companies in year 2011 
reported on representation of men, women and diversity in governance bodies. 30 
percent of the companies in years 2012 and 2013 reported on representation of men, 
women and diversity in governance bodies. 25 percent of the companies in year 
2014 reported on representation of men, women and diversity in governance bodies. 
 
In year 2010, no companies reported on equal remuneration of women and men. 10 
percent of the companies in years 2011, 2012, 2013 and 2014 respectively reported 
on equal remuneration of women and men.  
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In year 2010, no companies reported on child labour. 15 percent of the companies in 
years 2011, 2012 and 2013 respectively reported on child labour. 5 percent of the 
companies in year 2014 reported on child labour. 
 
In year 2010, 40 percent of companies reported on local community development 
programmes. 55 percent of companies in years 2011 and 2012 reported on local 
community development programmes. 70 percent of companies in year 2013 
reported on local community development programmes. 60 percent of companies in 
year 2014 reported on local community development programmes. 
 
In year 2010, 25 percent of the companies reported on stakeholder engagement 
plans. 50 percent of the companies in year 2011 reported on stakeholder engagement 
plans. 45 percent of the companies in year 2012 reported on stakeholder engagement 
plans. 50 percent of the companies in year 2013 reported on stakeholder engagement 
plans. 35 percent of the companies in year 2014 reported on stakeholder engagement 
plans. 
In year 2010, 5 percent of the companies reported on anti-corruption policies and 
procedures. 40 percent of the companies in the years 2011 and 2012 reported on 
anti-corruption policies and procedures. 45 percent of the companies in year 2013 
reported on anti-corruption policies and procedures. 35 percent of the companies in 
year 2014 reported on anti-corruption policies and procedures. 
 
In year 2010, 25 percent of the companies reported on political financial and in-kind 
contributions made directly and indirectly by the organization.  45 percent of the 
companies in years 2011 and 2012 reported on political financial and in-kind 
contributions made directly and indirectly by the organization. 55 percent of the 
companies in years 2013 and 2014 reported on political financial and in-kind 
contributions made directly and indirectly by the organization. 
 
In year 2010, no companies reported on suppliers and clients subject to assessments 
for impacts on society. 15 percent of the companies in year 2011 reported on 
suppliers and clients subject to assessments for impacts on society. 20 percent of the 
companies in year 2012 reported on suppliers and clients subject to assessments for 
impacts on society. 25 percent of the companies in year 2013 reported on suppliers 
and clients subject to assessments for impacts on society.10 percent of the 
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companies in year 2014 reported on suppliers and clients subject to assessments for 
impacts on society.  
 
In year 2010, no companies reported on actual and potential negative impacts on 
society identified in the supply chain. 10 percent of the companies in year 2011 
reported on actual and potential negative impacts on society identified in the supply 
chain. 15 percent of the companies in years 2012 and 2013 reported on actual and 
potential negative impacts on society identified in the supply chain. 10 percent of the 
companies in year 2014 reported on actual and potential negative impacts on society 
identified in the supply chain.  
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Table 4.15: Number of Companies Reporting Social Indicators in the   
         Consumer Goods Sector 
S/No. 
 
Years 
 
Social Indicators 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
1 Benefits to full-time employees 10 11 12 16 15 
2 
Injury/injury rate/occupational 
diseases rate 1 5 5 7 3 
3 Health and Safety employee training 10 11 11 15 14 
4 
Representation of men and women in 
governance bodies 1 5 6 6 5 
5 
Equal remuneration of men and 
women 0 2 2 2 2 
6 Child labour 0 3 3 3 1 
7 
Local community development 
programmes 8 11 11 14 12 
8 Stakeholder engagement plans 5 10 9 10 7 
9 
Anti-corruption policies and 
procedures 1 8 8 9 7 
10 
Political financial and other kinds of 
contributions made by the 
organization 5 9 9 11 11 
11 
Suppliers and clients subject to 
assessments for impacts on society 0 3 4 5 2 
12 
Potential negative impacts on society 
identified in the supply chain 0 2 3 3 2 
Source: Researcher’s Compilation from Corporate Reports (2010-2014) 
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The corporate reports of 11 industrial goods companies were assessed based on the 
economic indicators in Table 4.16. Out of the 11 observed cases, 100 percent 
respectively reported on revenue, operating costs, employee wages and benefits, 
payments to providers of capital, payments to government and community 
investments in year 2014. There was an improvement in reporting on revenue, 
operating costs, employee wages and benefits, payments to providers of capital, 
payments to government and community investments from 2010 to 2014.   
 
There was an increase in reporting risks or opportunity posed by climate change and 
the financial implications of the risks and opportunities posed by climate change 
from 9 percent in year 2010 to 18 percent in year 2014. The costs of actions taken to 
manage the risks or opportunities posed by climate change was reported by 9 
percent of the companies in year 2010 and 18 percent of the companies in year 2014. 
There was an increase in reporting on the estimated value of defined benefit plan 
obligations (liabilities) from 55 percent in year 2010 to 91 percent in year 2014. 
There was an increase in reporting on the mode of settling the defined benefit plan 
obligations (liabilities) from 55 percent in year 2010 to 91 percent in year 2014. 
There was an increase in reporting on the percentage of salary contributed by the 
employer and employee from 45 percent in year 2010 to 82 percent in year 2014. 
 
There was an increase in reporting on financial assistance received from government 
from 18 percent in year 2010 to 36 percent in year 2014. There was no company that 
reported on spending on local suppliers in years 2010 and 2011 respectively. In 
years 2012 and 2013 respectively, 9 percent of the companies reported on spending 
on local suppliers. However, in year 2014, no company reported on spending on 
local suppliers. 
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Table 4.16: Number of Companies Reporting Economic Indicators in the  
         Industrial Goods Sector 
  
 
Years 
S/No. Economic Indicators 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
1 Revenue 10 11 11 11 11 
2 Operating costs 10 11 11 11 11 
3 Employee wages and benefits 10 11 11 11 11 
4 Payments to Providers of Capital 10 11 11 11 11 
5 Payments to Government 10 11 11 11 11 
6 Community Investments 10 11 10 10 11 
7 Climate change - risks and opportunities  1 2 2 2 2 
8 
Climate change - Financial Implications 
of risks and opportunities 1 2 2 2 2 
9 
Climate change - Costs of actions taken 
to manage risks or opportunities  1 1 2 2 2 
10 
Value of Defined Benefit Plan 
obligations 6 7 7 8 10 
11 
Mode of Settling the Defined Benefit 
Plan Obligations (Liability) 6 7 7 8 10 
12 
Percentage of salary contributed by the 
employer and employee 5 6 7 8 9 
13 
Financial assistance received from 
government 2 2 3 3 4 
14 
Amount spent on local suppliers at 
significant locations of operations 0 0 1 1 0 
Source: Researcher’s Compilation from Corporate Reports (2010-2014) 
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The corporate reports of 11 industrial goods companies were assessed based on the 
environmental indicators in Table 4.17. There was an increase in reporting on 
renewable and non-renewable materials used from 9 percent in year 2010 to 18 
percent in year 2014. In years 2010 and 2011 respectively, 18 percent of the 
companies reported on materials used that are from recycled materials used to 
manufacture the organization’s product and services. In years 2012 and 2013, 27 
percent of companies reported on materials used that are from recycled materials 
used to manufacture the organization’s product and services. In 2014, 18 percent of 
companies reported on materials used that are from recycled materials used to 
manufacture the organization’s product and services.  
 
In 2010 and 2011 respectively, 9 percent of companies reported on fuel consumption 
from renewable energy, electricity/heating/cooling/steam consumption. In 2012, 
2013 and 2014 respectively 18 percent of companies reported on fuel consumption 
from renewable energy, electricity/heating/cooling/steam consumption. In 2010, 
2012 and 2014 respectively, 18 percent of the companies reported on 
electricity/heating/cooling/steam sold/project funded. In 2011 and 2013 respectively, 
9 percent of the companies reported on electricity/heating/cooling/steam sold/project 
funded. In 2010, 2011 and 2012 respectively, 18 percent of the companies reported 
on reduction in energy consumption as a result of conservation and efficiency. In 
2013 and 2014 respectively, 27 percent of the companies reported on reduction in 
energy consumption as a result of conservation and efficiency.  
 
There was an increase in reporting on water withdrawn for operations from 0 percent 
in 2010 to 18 percent in year 2014. There was an increase in reporting on water 
recycled and reused from 0 percent in 2010 to 9 percent in 2014. In 2010, 0 percent 
of the companies reported on water recycled and reused. In 2014, 9 percent of the 
companies reported on water recycled and reused. There was a reduction in 
reporting greenhouse gas emissions from 27 percent in year 2010 to 9 percent in 
year 2014. There was a reduction in reporting organic pollutants from 18 percent in 
2010 to 9 percent in year 2014. There was an increase in reporting on water 
discharge from 0 percent in year 2010 to 9 percent in year 2014. There was a 
reduction in reporting on waste and disposal method from 27 percent in year 2010 to 
18 percent in year 2014.  
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There was an increase in reporting on the number of spills from 0 percent to 9 
percent in 2014. There was a reduction in reporting on environmental protection 
expenditures from 27 percent in year 2010 to 18 percent in year 2014. In year 2010, 
9 percent of the companies reported on assessment of suppliers on the basis of 
environmental risks. In year 2014, 18 percent of the companies reported on 
assessment of suppliers on the basis of environmental risks. In year 2010, no 
company reported on assessment of clients on the basis of environmental risks. In 
year 2014, 18 percent of the companies reported on assessment of clients on the 
basis of environmental risks.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
167 
 
Table 4.17: Number of Companies Reporting Environmental Indicators in the  
                    Industrial Goods Sector 
  
Years 
S/No. Environmental Indicators 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
1 
Renewable and non-renewable materials 
used 1 2 2 2 2 
2 
Recycled materials used to manufacture 
the organization's product and services 2 2 3 3 2 
3 
Fuel/electricity/heating/cooling/steam 
consumption  1 1 2 2 2 
4 Electricity/heating/cooling/steam sold 2 1 2 1 2 
5 
Reduction in energy consumption due to 
conservation  2 2 2 3 3 
6 Water withdrawn for operations 0 1 1 2 2 
7 Water recycled and reused 0 1 1 2 1 
8 Gross direct Greenhouse gas Emissions 3 3 3 3 1 
9 Organic Pollutants 2 2 0 0 1 
10 
Water discharge and quality of water 
discharged 0 1 1 2 1 
11 Waste and method of disposal 3 3 4 4 2 
12 Number and volume of spills 0 0 0 0 1 
13 Environmental protection expenditures 3 3 2 4 2 
14 
Assessment of suppliers on the basis of 
environmental risks 1 2 2 1 2 
15 
Assessment of clients on the basis of 
environmental risks 0 1 1 1 2 
Source: Researcher’s Compilation from Corporate Reports (2010-2014) 
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The corporate reports of 11 industrial goods companies were assessed based on the 
governance indicators in Table 4.18. There was an increase in reporting on 
governance structure from 45 percent in year 2010 to 82 percent in year 2014. There 
was an increase in reporting on competencies of members of the highest governance 
body from 45 percent in year 2010 to 73 percent in year 2014. There was an increase 
in reporting on the composition of executive and non-executive directors on the 
board from 55 percent in year 2010 to 82 percent in year 2014. There was an 
increase in reporting tenure on the governance body from 55 percent in year 2010 to 
82 percent in year 2014. There was an increase in reporting the nature of each 
director’s other significant positions and commitments from 36 percent in year 2010 
to 73 percent in year 2014. There was an increase in reporting on stakeholder 
representation from 45 percent in year 2010 to 73 percent in year 2014. There was 
an increase in reporting on whether the chair of the highest governance body is also 
an executive officer from 55 percent in year 2010 to 82 percent in year 2014. There 
was an increase in reporting on conflicts of interest from 55 percent in year 2010 to 
82 percent in year 2014. There was a decrease in reporting on the highest 
governance body’s role in identifying and managing social, environmental impacts, 
risks and opportunities from 27 percent in year 2010 to 18 percent in year 2014. 
None of the companies reported on the committee that reviews and approves the 
organization’s sustainability report and ensures that all material aspects are covered. 
There was a rise in reporting on the highest governance body in risk management 
from 55 percent in year 2010 to 73 percent in year 2014. 55 percent of the 
companies in years 2010, 2011, 2013 and 2014 respectively reported on whistle 
blowing mechanisms. 45 percent of the companies in year 2012 reported on whistle 
blowing mechanisms or hotlines.  
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Table 4.18: Number of Companies Reporting Governance Indicators in the   
         Industrial Goods Sector 
  
Years 
  
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
S/No. Governance Indicators 
     1 Governance structure and composition 5 7 7 8 9 
2 
Competencies of members of the 
highest governance body 5 6 5 6 8 
3 Composition of Board  directors  6 7 7 8 9 
4 Directors’ Tenure  6 7 7 8 9 
5 
Directors’ other significant positions 
and commitments  4 4 4 5 8 
6 Stakeholder representation 5 6 7 7 8 
7 Chairman is an Executive Officer  6 7 7 8 9 
8 
Conflicts of interest – cross-board 
membership and related party 
disclosures 6 6 7 8 9 
9 
Board’s role in identifying and 
managing economic, social and 
environmental impacts  3 4 7 7 2 
10 
Committee that incorporates material 
aspects in sustainability report  0 0 0 0 0 
11 
Highest governance body in risk 
management 6 7 7 8 8 
12 
Directors’ and Executive 
Remuneration  6 7 7 8 8 
13 
Organization’s code of conduct and 
code of ethics 6 7 7 8 8 
14 
Mechanisms for seeking advice on 
Integrity Issues 6 6 6 7 8 
15 
Whistle blowing mechanisms or 
hotlines 6 6 5 6 6 
Source: Researcher’s Compilation from Corporate Reports (2010-2014) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
170 
 
The corporate reports of 11 industrial goods companies were assessed based on the 
social indicators in Table 4.19. There was an increase in reporting benefits to 
employees from 55 percent in year 2010 to 91 percent in year 2014. There was an 
increase in reporting on lost day rate, absentee rate and work-related fatalities for the 
workforce from 18 percent in 2010 to 27 percent in year 2014. There was an 
increase in reporting on health, safety, and employee training from 55 percent in 
year 2010 to 82 percent in year 2014. There was a reduction in reporting on 
representation of men, women and diversity in governance bodies from 36 percent 
in 2010 to 18 percent in year 2014. 9 percent of the companies in year 2010 reported 
on equal remuneration of women and men. No company in year 2014 reported on 
equal remuneration of women and men. None of the companies reported on child 
labour all through years 2010 to 2014.  
 
There was an increase in reporting on local community development programmes 
from 55 percent in year 2010 to 73 percent in year 2014. 45 percent of the 
companies in year 2010 reported on stakeholder engagement plans while 55 percent 
of the companies in year 2014 reported on stakeholder engagement plans. There was 
an increase in reporting on anti-corruption policies and procedures from 18 percent 
in year 2010 to 45 percent in year 2014. 18 percent of the companies in year 2010 
reported on political financial and other contributions made directly or indirectly by 
the organization. On the other hand, 45 percent of the companies in the year 2014 
reported on political financial and in-kind contributions made directly and indirectly 
by the organization. There was an increase in reporting on assessments for impacts 
on society from 9 percent in year 2010 to 27 percent in year 2014. No company 
reported on actual potential impacts on society identified in the supply chain from 
years 2010 to 2014.  
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Table 4.19: Number of Companies Reporting Social Indicators in the Industrial  
                    Goods Sector 
  
Years 
S/No. Social Indicators 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
1 Benefits to full-time employees 6 7 7 8 10 
2 Injury/injury rate/occupational diseases rate 2 2 3 3 3 
3 Health and Safety employee training 6 7 7 8 9 
4 
Representation of men and women in 
governance bodies 4 4 4 4 2 
5 Equal remuneration of men and women 1 1 1 1 0 
6 Child labour 0 0 0 0 0 
7 Local community development programmes 6 7 7 8 8 
8 Stakeholder engagement plans 5 5 5 5 6 
9 Anti-corruption policies and procedures 2 3 3 4 5 
10 
Political financial and other kinds of 
contributions made by the organization 2 2 2 3 5 
11 
Suppliers and clients subject to assessments 
for impacts on society 1 2 2 2 3 
12 
Potential negative impacts on society 
identified in the supply chain 0 0 0 0 0 
Source: Researcher’s Compilation from Corporate Reports (2010-2014) 
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The output for total economic, environmental, governance and social indicators are 
shown in Table 4.20. The information for economic indicators reported in corporate 
reports from year 2010 to 2014 is summarised. The mean economic indicator scores 
is highest in years 2013 and 2014, with score range from 3 to 14 in year 2013 and a 
score range of 4 to 14 in year 2014. There is an increase in reporting of economic 
indicator from year 2010 to 2014. 2013 has the highest environmental indicators 
mean score of 3.48, with score range from 0 to 15. The lowest environmental 
indicators mean score of 0.91 is in year 2010, with score range of 0 to 15. In year 
2010, the governance indicators score range from 0 to 15, with a mean of 7.43 and 
standard deviation of 5.67. Year 2010 has the lowest mean score while 2014 has the 
highest mean score. In year 2014, the scores range from 0 to 15, with a mean of 
10.02, and standard deviation of 5.48. In year 2010, the social indicators scores 
range from 0 to 12, with a mean of 3.48 and standard deviation of 2.94. Year 2010 
has a lower mean score compared to years 2011, 2012, 2013 and 2014 that have 
mean score of 4.80, 5.19, 5.63 and 5.15 respectively.  
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Table 4.20: Descriptive Analysis of Economic, Environmental, Social and  
         Governance Indicators across Time Periods  
  
 
Year N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 
Economic 
Indicators 
2010 54 .00 13.00 6.9630 3.5817 
2011 54 .00 14.00 8.5556 2.5303 
2012 54 4.00 14.00 9.1296 2.7475 
2013 54 3.00 14.00 9.1667 2.6547 
2014 54 4.00 14.00 9.1667 2.1610 
Environmental 
Indicators 
2010 54 .00 15.00 .9074 2.7832 
2011 54 .00 15.00 1.9630 4.0327 
2012 54 .00 15.00 3.1667 4.9287 
2013 54 .00 15.00 3.4815 5.0235 
2014 54 .00 15.00 2.7778 4.1055 
Governance 
Indicators 
2010 54 .00 15.00 7.4259 5.67218 
2011 54 .00 15.00 8.7963 5.65478 
2012 54 .00 15.00 8.8704 5.87623 
2013 54 .00 15.00 9.9815 5.20700 
2014 54 .00 15.00 10.0185 5.48236 
Social 
Indicators 
2010 54 .00 12.00 3.4815 2.93798 
2011 54 .00 12.00 4.7963 3.42234 
2012 54 .00 12.00 5.1852 3.80206 
2013 54 .00 12.00 5.6296 3.49823 
2014 54 .00 12.00 5.1481 3.20617 
Source: Researcher’s Computation from Corporate Reports (2010-2014) 
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4.1.2 Primary Data Analysis - Preliminary 
a. Primary Data Analysis – Preliminary Analysis of the Importance 
of Factors Influencing Sustainability Reporting 
 
The primary data analysis is based on hypothesis four. The following tables are the 
result of data collected from the field survey in order to assess the importance and 
performance of factors influencing corporate sustainability reporting. Out of the 81 
copies of questionnaire administered to companies in the financial services, 
consumer goods, industrial goods and oil and gas sector, 54 copies were completed 
and retrieved from respondents. The response rate is 67 percent. The responses of 
the different categories of business organizations are presented using tables, and the 
data is interpreted using mean and standard deviation. The survey instrument was 
completed by corporate managers in the banking, oil and gas, consumer goods, and 
industrial goods sectors in Nigeria. Tables 4.21, 4.22 and 4.23 present the 
descriptive statistics based on hypothesis four. The factors are grouped based on 
their nature (coercive, normative and mimetic).  
 
Table 4.21 presents descriptive analysis of perceived importance of coercive 
pressures. Foreign lenders’ emphasis on approving loans based on sustainability 
performance has the highest mean score followed by Securities and Exchange 
Commission (SEC) Code of Corporate Governance factor, investors’ concern with 
long-term performance of the business organization and Central Bank of Nigeria 
(CBN) Sustainability Banking Principles factor. The total asset and revenue base of 
a business organization and consumers’ interest in sustainable product and services 
of an organization have low mean scores.  
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Table 4.21: Descriptive Analysis of Perceived Importance of Coercive Pressures 
Factors 
N Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 
Investors’ concern with long-term performance of the 
business organization 
54 3.352 .705 
Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) Code of 
Corporate Governance 
54 3.407 .714 
Central Bank of Nigeria (CBN) Sustainability Banking 
Principles 
54 3.315 .639 
Consumers’ interest in sustainable products and 
services of an organization 
54 3.296 .903 
Revenue base of a business organization 54 3.056 .899 
Total asset base of a business organization 54 3.000 .952 
Foreign lenders’ emphasis on approving loans on the 
basis of sustainability performance  
54 3.444 .664 
Local lenders’ emphasis on approving loans  on the 
basis of sustainability performance 
54 3.241 .799 
Source: Field Survey (2017) 
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Table 4.22 presents descriptive analysis of perceived importance of normative 
pressures. The normative factors with high mean score are: initiation from chief 
executive officer, employee training on sustainability reporting by business 
organizations, professional accounting firms’ training of accounting professionals, 
rating of business organizations on the basis of sustainability performance and 
professional accounting association training of accounting professionals. The 
following factors have low mean scores: corporate membership of external 
governance bodies such as United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), global 
oil and gas industry association for environmental and social issues (IPIECA), and 
United Nations Global Compact (UNGC), awards given by business organizations 
for sustainability performance, human resources on sustainability and accounting 
firms’ provision of assurance services on sustainability reporting to organizations.  
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Table 4.22: Descriptive Analysis of Perceived Importance of Normative  
          Pressures 
Factors 
N Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 
Initiation from Chief Executive Officer of organization 54 3.611 .596 
Pressure from the Board of Directors 54 3.130 .802 
Employee Training on sustainability reporting by 
business organizations 
54 3.519 .637 
Professional Accounting Association Training of 
Accounting Professionals  
54 3.204 .810 
Professional Accounting Firms Training of Accounting 
Professionals 
54 3.222 .839 
Corporate membership of external governance bodies 
such as United Nations Environment Programme 
(UNEP), global oil and gas industry association for 
environmental and social issues (IPIECA), and United 
Nations Global Compact (UNGC) 
54 3.037 .951 
Human resources on sustainability  54 3.111 .817 
Employees’ attitude towards sustainability reporting 54 3.130 .912 
Accounting firms’ Provision of Assurance Services on 
sustainability reporting to organizations 
54 3.111 .817 
Use of assurance services on sustainability reporting by 
business organizations 
54 3.185 .779 
Rating of business organizations on the basis of 
sustainability performance 
54 3.222 .817 
Awards given to business organizations for 
sustainability performance 
54 3.074 .968 
Source: Field Survey (2017) 
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Table 4.23 presents descriptive analysis of perceived importance of mimetic 
pressures. Reporting practices of the most successful leader in the industry factor 
has a higher mean compared to presence of a business organization in a foreign 
country.  
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Table 4.23: Descriptive Analysis of Perceived Importance of Mimetic Pressures 
Factors 
N Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 
Successful Industry Leaders’ engaging in sustainability 
reporting 
54 3.185 .754 
Presence of a business organization in a foreign 
country 
54 2.870 .991 
Source: Field Survey (2017) 
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b. Primary Data Analysis - Preliminary Analysis of the Actual 
Influence of Factors Influencing Sustainability Reporting  
The following tables are the result of data collected from the field survey in order to 
assess the actual influence of the factors from the perspective of corporate 
respondents. The responses of the different categories of business organizations 
were presented using tables. Also, the mean and standard deviation scores of the 
factors were presented. The survey instrument was completed by corporate 
managers in the banking, oil and gas, consumer goods, and industrial goods sectors 
in Nigeria. The results of the preliminary analysis of the actual influence of factors 
influencing sustainability reporting are presented in Table 4.24, Table 4.25 and 
Table 4.26. Tables 4.24, 4.25 and 4.26 present the descriptive statistics based on 
hypothesis four. The factors were grouped based on their nature (coercive, 
normative and mimetic). 
 
Table 4.24 presents descriptive analysis of actual influence of coercive pressures. 
The factors with high mean scores are: investors’ concern with long-term 
performance of the business organization, Securities and Exchange Commission 
(SEC) Code of Corporate Governance, Central Bank of Nigeria (CBN) 
Sustainability Banking Principles and foreign lenders’ emphasis on approving loans 
on the basis of sustainability performance. The factors with low mean scores are: 
total asset base of a business organization, revenue base of an organization and local 
lenders’ emphasis on approving loans on the basis of sustainability performance. 
This means that respondents opined that these three factors with low mean scores do 
not actually influence sustainability reporting as much as the four factors with high 
mean scores.  
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Table 4.24: Descriptive Analysis of Actual Influence of Coercive Pressures 
Factors 
N Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 
Investors’ concern with long-term performance of the 
business organization 
54 3.482 .606 
Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) Code of 
Corporate Governance 
54 3.407 .687 
Central Bank of Nigeria (CBN) Sustainability Banking 
Principles 
54 3.259 .678 
Consumers’ interest in sustainable products and services 
of an organization 
54 3.241 .775 
Revenue base of a business organization 54 3.148 .833 
Total asset base of a business organization 54 3.037 .823 
Foreign lenders’ emphasis on approving loans on the 
basis of sustainability performance  
54 3.259 .732 
Local lenders’ emphasis on approving loans  on the 
basis of sustainability performance 
54 3.167 .720 
Source: Field Survey (2017) 
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Table 4.25 presents descriptive analysis of actual influence of normative pressures. 
The factors with high mean scores are: initiation from chief executive officer, 
employee training on sustainability reporting by business organizations, professional 
accounting firms training of accounting professionals, accounting firms’ provision 
of assurance services on sustainability reporting to organizations and rating of 
business organizations on the basis of sustainability performance. The factors with 
low mean scores are: professional accounting association training of accounting 
professionals, corporate membership of external governance bodies such as the 
United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), global oil and gas industry 
association for environmental and social issues (IPIECA), and United Nations 
Global Compact (UNGC) and awards given to business organizations for 
sustainability performance. This implies that respondents opined that these three 
factors with low mean scores do not actually influence sustainability reporting as 
much as the factors with high mean scores.  
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Table 4.25: Descriptive Analysis of Actual Influence of Normative Pressures 
Factors 
N Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 
Initiation from Chief Executive Officer of organization 54 3.482 .613 
Pressure from the Board of Directors 54 3.185 .729 
Employee Training on sustainability reporting by 
business organizations 
54 3.333 .727 
Professional Accounting Association Training of 
Accounting Professionals  
54 3.074 .866 
Professional Accounting Firms Training of Accounting 
Professionals 
54 3.167 .795 
Corporate membership of external governance bodies 
such as United Nations Environment Programme 
(UNEP), global oil and gas industry association for 
environmental and social issues (IPIECA), and United 
Nations Global Compact (UNGC) 
54 3.056 .878 
Human resources on sustainability  54 3.130 .778 
Employees’ attitude towards sustainability reporting 54 3.130 .972 
Accounting firms’ Provision of Assurance Services on 
sustainability reporting to organizations 
54 3.167 .771 
Use of assurance services on sustainability reporting by 
business organizations 
54 3.148 .810 
Rating of business organizations on the basis of 
sustainability performance 
54 3.167 .863 
Awards given to business organizations for 
sustainability performance 
54 3.093 .896 
Source: Field Survey (2017) 
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Table 4.26 presents descriptive analysis of actual influence of mimetic pressures. 
Reporting practices of the successful leader in the industry factor has a higher mean 
compared to presence of a business organization in a foreign country. This implies 
that respondents opined that presence of a business organization in a foreign country 
does not actually influence sustainability reporting compared to reporting practices 
of the successful leader in the industry.  
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Table 4.26: Descriptive Analysis of Actual Influence of Mimetic Pressures 
Factors 
N Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 
Successful Industry Leaders’ engaging in sustainability 
reporting 
54 3.167 .818 
Presence of a business organization in a foreign country 54 3.000 .847 
Source: Field Survey (2017) 
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From the field survey, the mean score of the perceived extent of sustainability 
reporting is 2.352 and the maximum score is 3.00 which represent high level of 
reporting. The minimum score is 1.00 which represents low level of reporting. A 
total of 6 banks, 11 oil and gas companies and 37 manufacturing companies made 
up of consumer goods and industrial goods companies are involved in the survey. 
This results in 11.1 percent of the respondents from the banking sector, 20.4 percent 
from the oil and gas sector, and 68.5 percent from both consumer goods and 
industrial goods sectors.  
 
From the field survey, 4 respondents are from the investor relations department and 
2 respondents are from the corporate communications department, while 6 
respondents are from compliance department. However, 21 respondents are from 
finance department, while 3 respondents are from risk management department, and 
17 respondents are from other departments. This implies that respondents from the 
finance department account for 38.9 percent. This is the highest group of 
respondents. Conversely, respondents from corporate communications account for 
3.7 percent. Respondents from investor relations account for 7.4 percent, those from 
compliance and risk management account for 11.1 percent and 5.6 percent 
respectively. Respondents from other departments account for 33.3 percent. 
 
From the field survey, 5 respondents had Higher National Diploma qualification, 
and 35 respondents had Bachelors degree, while 4 respondents were Masters in 
Business Administration (MBA) graduates. However, 9 respondents were M Sc. 
graduates and 1 respondent had a Doctorate degree. 64.8 percent of the respondents 
have Bachelor’s degree and this is the highest academic qualification for the 
respondents. The academic qualification with the least number of respondents is the 
Doctorate degree. From the field survey, 10 respondents had no professional 
qualification while 24 respondents were qualified with the Institute of Chartered 
Accountants of Nigeria (ICAN) and 4 respondents were qualified with the 
Association of National Accountants of Nigeria (ANAN). However, 1 respondent 
had the Association of Certified Chartered Accountants (ACCA) and 9 respondents 
had other qualifications, while 4 respondents had both ICAN and ACCA 
professional qualifications, 1 respondent had both ACCA and Chartered Institute of 
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Stockbrokers (CISA) professional qualifications. Also, 1 respondent had ICAN, 
ANAN and ACCA professional qualifications.  
 
Out of the 54 respondents, 20 respondents had spent less than 1 year in the 
organization while 22 respondents had spent between 1 to 3 years in the 
organization and 6 respondents had spent between 4 to 6 years. However, 3 
respondents had spent between 7 to 10 years while 3 respondents had spent above 10 
years in the organization.  
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4.1.3 Test of hypotheses 
 
Test of Hypothesis One 
 
Hypothesis 1: There is no significant variation sustainability reporting across 
selected corporate business organizations from 2010 to 2014 in Nigeria.  
 
The descriptive statistics (mean, standard deviation and N) for the five sets of 
sustainability reporting indicator scores is shown in Table 4.27. 
 
From Table 4.27, the lowest mean sustainability reporting indicator score is for 
Time 1 (2010), before the Central Bank Sustainability Banking Principles in 2012 
and Securities and Exchange Commission Code of Corporate Governance in 2011. 
However, the mean sustainability reporting indicator score is lowest in year 2010, 
with score ranging from 0 to 50. The highest mean sustainability reporting indicator 
score is for Time 4 (2013), after the Central Bank Sustainability Banking Principles 
in 2012 and Securities and Exchange Commission Code of Corporate Governance in 
2011. There is a decrease in the mean sustainability reporting occurrence score from 
year 2013 to 2014. 
 
The one-way repeated measures analysis of variance is suitable to test hypothesis 
one because it examines whether there is a change in sustainability reporting index 
scores over the five time periods (2010 to 2014). The assumptions for using one-way 
repeated measures analysis of variance for hypothesis one are also met in this study. 
These assumptions include: presence of one independent variable (categorical) - 
time 1, time 2, time 3, time 4 and time 5; presence of one dependent variable 
(continuous)- sustainability reporting index scores. The essence of the one-way 
repeated measures analysis of variance was to show if there is a significant 
difference somewhere among the five sets of scores.  
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Table 4.27: Descriptive Statistics for Sustainability Reporting Indicator  
         Scores for 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013 and 2014 
 Time N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard Deviation 
SR SCORE 2010 1 54 .00 50.00 18.7778 12.84107 
SR SCORE 2011 2 54 .00 55.00 24.1111 13.81367 
SR SCORE 2012 3 54 4.00 56.00 26.3519 15.88420 
SR SCORE 2013 4 54 3.00 55.00 28.2593 14.79187 
SR SCORE 2014 5 54 4.00 55.00 27.1111 13.00605 
Source: Researcher’s Compilation from Corporate Reports (2010-2014) 
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Based on Table 4.28, the value for Wilks’ Lambda is 0.55, with a probability of 
0.000. The p value is less than 0.05; therefore it is deduced that there is a statistically 
significant effect for time. There is a statistically significant variation in the 
sustainability reporting scores across the five (5) time periods (Time 1, Time 2, 
Time 3, Time 4 and Time 5).  
 
The value of the Partial Eta Squared obtained in this study is 0.448. Using the 
guidelines provided by Cohen (1988) as cited in Pallant (2011), where 0.01 
represents small effect size, 0.06 represents moderate effect size and 0.14 represents 
large effect size, the result of the Partial Eta Squared in this study (0.448) represents 
a very large effect size.  
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Table 4.28: Multivariate Testsb 
                 Effect Value F 
Hypothesis 
df Error df Sig. 
Partial Eta 
Squared 
Time Pillai's Trace .448 10.143a 4.000 50.000 .000 .448 
Wilks' Lambda .552 10.143a 4.000 50.000 .000 .448 
Hotelling's 
Trace 
.811 10.143a 4.000 50.000 .000 .448 
Roy's Largest 
Root 
.811 10.143a 4.000 50.000 .000 .448 
a. Exact statistic 
b. Design: Intercept  
 Within Subjects Design: time 
Source: Researcher’s Computation using IBM Statistical Package for Social  
  Sciences (2017) 
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Based on Table 4.29, further Pairwise Comparisons are conducted on the 
sustainability reporting indicator scores across time 1 (2010) to time 5 (2014). The 
difference between Time 1 and Time 2, Time 1 and Time 3, Time 1 and Time 4, 
Time 1 and Time 5, Time 2 and Time 4 are significant with the values in the 
Significance column being less than 0.05 namely 0.000, 0.000, 0.000, 0.000, 0.002.  
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Table 4.29: Pairwise Comparisons 
(I) 
time 
(J) 
time 
Mean 
Difference (I-
J) Std. Error Sig.a 
95% Confidence Interval for 
Differencea 
Lower Bound Upper Bound 
1 2 -5.333* 1.162 .000 -8.736 -1.931 
3 -7.574* 1.515 .000 -12.011 -3.137 
4 -9.481* 1.529 .000 -13.960 -5.003 
5 -8.333* 1.592 .000 -12.998 -3.669 
2 1 5.333* 1.162 .000 1.931 8.736 
3 -2.241 .929 .194 -4.962 .481 
4 -4.148* 1.036 .002 -7.181 -1.115 
5 -3.000 1.502 .509 -7.399 1.399 
3 1 7.574* 1.515 .000 3.137 12.011 
2 2.241 .929 .194 -.481 4.962 
4 -1.907 .764 .156 -4.144 .329 
5 -.759 1.627 1.000 -5.526 4.007 
4 1 9.481* 1.529 .000 5.003 13.960 
2 4.148* 1.036 .002 1.115 7.181 
3 1.907 .764 .156 -.329 4.144 
5 1.148 1.436 1.000 -3.058 5.354 
5 1 8.333* 1.592 .000 3.669 12.998 
2 3.000 1.502 .509 -1.399 7.399 
3 .759 1.627 1.000 -4.007 5.526 
4 -1.148 1.436 1.000 -5.354 3.058 
Based on estimated marginal means 
*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 
a. Adjustment for multiple comparisons: Bonferroni. 
Source: Researcher’s Computation using IBM SPSS (2017) 
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Test of Hypothesis One – Advanced Data Analysis based on Banking Sector  
In order to ascertain whether the rules and codes of industry and stock market 
regulators have significant impact on sustainability reporting in the banking sector in 
Nigeria, one-way repeated measures analysis of variance is used to analyse the data. 
The descriptive statistics (mean, standard deviation and N) for the five sets of 
sustainability reporting indicator scores is shown in Table 4.30. 
 
Based on Table 4.30, the lowest mean sustainability reporting indicator score is for 
Time 1 (2010), before the Central Bank Sustainability Banking Principles in 2012 
and Securities and Exchange Commission Code of Corporate Governance in 2011. 
The highest mean sustainability reporting indicator score is for Time 4 (2013), after 
the Central Bank Sustainability Banking Principles in 2012 and Securities and 
Exchange Commission Code of Corporate Governance in 2011.  
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Table 4.30: Descriptive Statistics for Sustainability Reporting Indicator Scores  
         in the Banking Sector from 2010 to 2014 
  
Time Mean 
Standard 
Deviation N 
SR SCORE 2010 1 25.3571 9.07751 14 
SR SCORE 2011 2 30.0714 6.19509 14 
SR SCORE 2012 3 34.2143 7.80708 14 
SR SCORE 2013 4 35.6429 7.93829 14 
SR SCORE 2014 5 33.2857 10.56430 14 
Source: Researcher’s Compilation from Corporate Reports (2010-2014) 
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Based on Table 4.31, the value for Wilks’ Lambda is 0.463, with a probability of 
0.078. The p value is greater than 0.05; therefore it is deduced that there is no 
statistically significant effect for time, even though there was a change in 
sustainability reporting index scores across the five (5) time periods (Time 1, Time 
2, Time 3, Time 4 and Time 5). 
  
The value of the Partial Eta Squared obtained in this study is 0.538. Using the 
guidelines provided by Cohen (1988) as cited in Pallant (2011), where 0.01 
represents small effect size, 0.06 represents moderate effect size and 0.14 represents 
large effect size, the result of the Partial Eta Squared in this study (0.538) represents 
a very large effect size.  
 
There is no statistical significant difference between the sustainability reporting 
index scores for 2010 and 2011, 2010 and 2012, 2010 and 2013, 2010 and 2014, 
2011 and 2012, 2011 and 2013, 2011 and 2014, 2012 and 2013, 2012 and 2014. 
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Table 4.31: Multivariate Testsb 
Effect Value F 
Hypothesis 
df Error df Sig. 
Partial Eta 
Squared 
Time Pillai's Trace .537 2.900a 4.000 10.000 .078 .537 
Wilks' Lambda .463 2.900a 4.000 10.000 .078 .537 
Hotelling's Trace 1.160 2.900a 4.000 10.000 .078 .537 
Roy's Largest 
Root 
1.160 2.900a 4.000 10.000 .078 .537 
a. Exact statistic 
b. Design: Intercept  
 Within Subjects Design: time 
Source: Researcher’s Computation using IBM SPSS (2017) 
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Test of Hypothesis One – Advanced Data Analysis based on Industrial Goods 
Sector 
In order to ascertain whether the rules and codes of industry and stock market 
regulators have significant impact on sustainability reporting in the industrial goods 
sector in Nigeria, one-way repeated measures analysis of variance is used to analyse 
the data. 
The descriptive statistics (mean, standard deviation and N) for the five sets of 
sustainability reporting indicator scores is shown in Table 4.32.  
 
From Table 4.32, the lowest mean sustainability reporting indicator score is for 
Time 1 (2010), before the Central Bank Sustainability Banking Principles in 2012 
and Securities and Exchange Commission Code of Corporate Governance in 2011. 
The highest mean sustainability reporting indicator score is for Time 5 (2014), after 
the Central Bank Sustainability Banking Principles in 2012 and Securities and 
Exchange Commission Code of Corporate Governance in 2011.  
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Table 4.32: Descriptive Statistics for Sustainability Reporting Indicator Scores  
         For Industrial Goods Sector from 2010 to 2014 
  
Time Mean 
Standard 
Deviation N 
SR SCORE 2010 1 19.3636 15.20048 11 
SR SCORE 2011 2 22.2727 14.95387 11 
SR SCORE 2012 3 23.0000 15.40130 11 
SR SCORE 2013 4 25.1818 14.93866 11 
SR SCORE 2014 5 26.4545 12.83249 11 
Source: Researcher’s Compilation from Corporate Reports (2010-2014) 
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From Table 4.33, the value for Wilks’ Lambda is 0.39, with a probability of 0.113. 
The p value is greater than 0.05; therefore it is deduced that there is no statistically 
significant effect for time.  
 
The value of the Partial Eta Squared obtained in this study is 0.614. Using the 
guidelines provided by Cohen (1988) as cited in Pallant (2011), where 0.01 
represents small effect size, 0.06 represents moderate effect size and 0.14 represents 
large effect size, the result of the Partial Eta Squared in this study (0.614) represents 
a very large effect size.  
 
There is no rationale for conducting Pairwise Comparisons since there is no 
statistical significant difference in the sustainability reporting index scores across 
Time 1 (2010) to Time 5 (2014).  
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Table 4.33: Multivariate Testsb 
 
Effect Value F 
Hypothesis 
df 
Error 
df Sig. 
Partial Eta 
Squared 
Time Pillai's Trace .614 2.784a 4.000 7.000 .113 .614 
Wilks' Lambda .386 2.784a 4.000 7.000 .113 .614 
Hotelling's Trace 1.591 2.784a 4.000 7.000 .113 .614 
Roy's Largest 
Root 
1.591 2.784a 4.000 7.000 .113 .614 
a. Exact statistic 
b. Design: Intercept  
 Within Subjects Design: time 
Source: Researcher’s Computation using IBM SPSS (2017) 
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Test of Hypothesis One – Advanced Data Analysis based on Oil and Gas Sector  
In order to ascertain whether the rules and codes of industry and stock market 
regulators have significant impact on sustainability reporting in the oil and gas 
sector in Nigeria, one-way repeated measures analysis of variance is used to analyse 
the data. 
 
The descriptive statistics (mean, standard deviation and N) for the five sets of 
sustainability reporting indicator scores is shown in Table 4.34. 
 
From Table 4.34, the lowest mean sustainability reporting index score is for Time 1 
(2010), before the Central Bank Sustainability Banking Principles in 2012 and 
Securities and Exchange Commission Code of Corporate Governance in 2011. The 
highest mean sustainability reporting index score is for Time 5 (2014). 
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Table 4.34: Descriptive Statistics for Sustainability Reporting Indicator Scores  
          for Oil and Gas Sector from 2010 to 2014 
  
Time Mean 
Standard 
Deviation N 
SRSCORE2010 1 23.4444 12.34009 9 
SRSCORE2011 2 25.5556 12.88518 9 
SRSCORE2012 3 26.6667 17.72005 9 
SRSCORE2013 4 27.0000 17.26268 9 
SRSCORE2014 5 28.8889 13.34583 9 
Source: Researcher’s Compilation from Corporate Reports (2010-2014) 
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From Table 4.35, the value for Wilks’ Lambda is 0.340, with a probability of 0.189. 
The p value is greater than 0.05; therefore it can be deduced that there is no 
statistically significant effect for time.  
 
The value of the Partial Eta Squared obtained in this study is 0.651. Using the 
guidelines provided by Cohen (1988) as cited in Pallant (2011), where 0.01 
represents small effect size, 0.06 represents moderate effect size and 0.14 represents 
large effect size, the result of the Partial Eta Squared in this study (0.651) represents 
a large effect size.  
 
There is no rationale for conducting Pairwise Comparisons since there is no 
statistical significant difference in the sustainability reporting index scores across 
Time 1 (2010) to Time 5 (2014).   
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Table 4.35: Multivariate Testsb 
Effect Value F 
Hypothesis 
df Error df Sig. 
Partial Eta 
Squared 
Time Pillai's Trace .651 2.333a 4.000 5.000 .189 .651 
Wilks' Lambda .349 2.333a 4.000 5.000 .189 .651 
Hotelling's 
Trace 
1.867 2.333a 4.000 5.000 .189 .651 
Roy's Largest 
Root 
1.867 2.333a 4.000 5.000 .189 .651 
a. Exact statistic 
b. Design: Intercept  
 Within Subjects Design: time 
Source: Researcher’s Computation using IBM SPSS (2017) 
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Test of Hypothesis One – Advanced Data Analysis based on Consumer Goods 
Sector  
In order to ascertain whether the rules and codes of industry and stock market 
regulators have significant impact on sustainability reporting in the consumer goods 
sector in Nigeria, one-way repeated measures analysis of variance is used to analyse 
the data. 
 
The descriptive statistics (mean, standard deviation and N) for the five sets of 
sustainability reporting indicator scores is shown in Table 4.36. 
 
From Table 4.36, the lowest mean sustainability reporting index score was for Time 
1 (2010), two years before the Central Bank Sustainability Banking Principles in 
2012 and one year before the Securities and Exchange Commission Code of 
Corporate Governance in 2011. The highest mean sustainability reporting index 
score was for Time 4 (2013), one year after the Central Bank Sustainability Banking 
Principles was formally introduced to the financial institutions sector in Nigeria. The 
year 2013 is two years after the Securities and Exchange Commission Code of 
Corporate Governance was introduced to publicly listed business organizations in 
Nigeria.  
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Table 4.36: Descriptive Statistics for Sustainability Reporting Indicator Scores  
                    for Consumer Goods Sector from 2010 to 2014 
 Mean Standard Deviation N 
SRSCORE2010 11.7500 11.11128 20 
SRSCORE2011 20.3000 16.55326 20 
SRSCORE2012 22.5500 18.37755 20 
SRSCORE2013 25.3500 16.40050 20 
SRSCORE2014 22.3500 13.42141 20 
Source: Researcher’s Compilation from Corporate Reports (2010-2014) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
208 
 
Based on Table 4.37, the value for Wilks’ Lambda is 0.418, with a probability of 
0.005. The p value is less than 0.05; therefore it is deduced that there is a statistically 
significant effect for time.  
 
The value of the Partial Eta Squared obtained in this study is 0.582. Using the 
guidelines provided by Cohen (1988) as cited in Pallant (2011), where 0.01 
represents small effect size, 0.06 represents moderate effect size and 0.14 represents 
large effect size, the result of the Partial Eta Squared in this study (0.582) represents 
a very large effect size.  
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Table 4.37: Multivariate Testsb 
Effect Value F 
Hypothesis 
df Error df Sig. 
Partial Eta 
Squared 
Time Pillai's Trace .582 5.570a 4.000 16.000 .005 .582 
Wilks' Lambda .418 5.570a 4.000 16.000 .005 .582 
Hotelling's 
Trace 
1.393 5.570a 4.000 16.000 .005 .582 
Roy's Largest 
Root 
1.393 5.570a 4.000 16.000 .005 .582 
a. Exact statistic 
b. Design: Intercept  
 Within Subjects Design: time 
Source: Researcher’s Computation using IBM SPSS (2017) 
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From Table 4.38, further Pairwise Comparisons are conducted on the sustainability 
reporting index scores across time 1 (2010) to time 5 (2014). The difference between 
Time 1 and Time 2, Time 1 and Time 3, Time 1 and Time 4, Time 1 and Time 5 are 
significant with the values in the Significance column being less than 0.05 namely 
0.029, 0.011,0.001 and 0.016. The significant difference is attributed to the 
difference in sustainability reporting index scores for 2010 and 2011, 2010 and 
2012, 2010 and 2013, 2010 and 2014 respectively. 
 
There is no significant difference between the sustainability reporting indicator 
scores for 2011 and 2012, 2011 and 2013, 2011 and 2014, 2012 and 2013, 2013 and 
2014.  
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Table 4.38: Pairwise Comparisons 
(I) 
time 
(J) 
time 
Mean Difference 
(I-J) Std. Error Sig.a 
95% Confidence Interval for 
Differencea 
Lower Bound Upper Bound 
1 2 -8.550* 2.522 .031 -16.554 -.546 
3 -10.800* 2.826 .012 -19.770 -1.830 
4 -13.600* 2.685 .001 -22.120 -5.080 
5 -10.600* 2.890 .016 -19.771 -1.429 
2 1 8.550* 2.522 .031 .546 16.554 
3 -2.250 1.310 1.000 -6.406 1.906 
4 -5.050 1.779 .105 -10.697 .597 
5 -2.050 2.674 1.000 -10.536 6.436 
3 1 10.800* 2.826 .012 1.830 19.770 
2 2.250 1.310 1.000 -1.906 6.406 
4 -2.800 1.562 .890 -7.758 2.158 
5 .200 2.569 1.000 -7.952 8.352 
4 1 13.600* 2.685 .001 5.080 22.120 
2 5.050 1.779 .105 -.597 10.697 
3 2.800 1.562 .890 -2.158 7.758 
5 3.000 2.012 1.000 -3.385 9.385 
5 1 10.6008 2.890 .016 1.429 19.771 
2 2.050 2.674 1.000 -6.436 10.536 
3 -.200 2.569 1.000 -8.352 7.952 
4 -3.000 2.012 1.000 -9.385 3.385 
Based on estimated marginal means 
*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 
a. Adjustment for multiple comparisons: Bonferroni. 
Source: Researcher’s Computation using IBM SPSS (2017) 
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Test of Hypothesis Two  
H02: Companies’ institutional field factors do not significantly influence their 
sustainability reporting in Nigeria. 
The results of the Pooled Ordinary Least Square (OLS), Fixed Effects and the 
Random Effects estimation models for the panel data of sustainability reporting and 
institutional field factors are shown in Table 4.39. 
 
The results of the Pooled Ordinary Least Square (OLS), Fixed Effects and Random 
Effects estimation models for the panel data for institutional field factors influencing 
sustainability reporting for the sample of companies during the period 2010 to 2014 
are shown in Table 4.39.  
 
A total of 270 observations were included in the analysis. The R-Squared is 0.4130, 
showing that the pooled OLS model accounts for approximately 41 percent of the 
variance in sustainability reporting. In order to assess the statistical significance of 
the result from the pooled OLS model, it was necessary to test whether the R in the 
population equals 0. The model in this study reaches statistical significance (Sig. = 
0.0000; this implies that p <0.00005). Due to the inability of pooled OLS to account 
for within effects (company effects) and omitted variable bias, it is necessary to 
adopt Panel data estimation tools. Panel Fixed Effects model and Random Effects 
model are used in this study. The Hausman specification test was computed to 
determine which one of the two models (either Panel Fixed Effects or Random 
Effects) is appropriate.  
 
Although, Clark and Linzer (2012) argue that the Hausman specification test may be 
inappropriate in choosing between fixed effects or random effects model if the 
results of the test are not significant, in this study the Hausman specification test is 
significant (p<0.05). Based on the Hausman test, the Fixed Effects model result is 
more reliable as the P-value of the test is significant (P is equal to 0.0411) at the 5% 
level. This makes the Hausman test appropriate in choosing from either fixed effects 
or random effects model. This study did not employ additional simulation analysis 
to determine the most appropriate choice between fixed effects or random effects 
model.  
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Holding all other variables constant, on average, after the introduction of Securities 
and Exchange Commission revised code of corporate governance, companies’ 
sustainability reporting is about 4.2745 scores more than companies’ sustainability 
reporting before the introduction of the revised code. On the average, after the 
introduction of the Central Bank of Nigeria sustainability banking principles, 
companies’ sustainability reporting is about 2.6897 scores more than sustainability 
reporting before the sustainability banking principles. On the average, companies 
with a financial statement auditor that is one of the Big four have about 5.5343 
scores more sustainability reporting than those whose financial statement auditor is 
not one of the Big four accounting firms. The independent variables namely: 
Securities and Exchange Commission Code of corporate governance, Central Bank 
of Nigeria sustainability banking principles and accounting firm are significantly 
related to sustainability reporting at the 5 percent level.  
 
Holding all other variables constant, on average, companies that are members of 
external governance bodies (such as IPIECA and UNEP FI) which are particular to 
the industry they belong have about 3.8523 more sustainability reporting scores than 
their counterparts that are not members of such external governance bodies. 
Companies that are members of external governance bodies (such as UNGC) which 
are not particular to the industry they belong have about 0.4262 more sustainability 
reporting scores than their counterparts that are not members of such external 
governance bodies. Companies that have foreign affiliation have about 4.2286 less 
sustainability reporting scores than their counterparts that do not have foreign 
affiliation. Because size is a logged variable, a one percent increase in size would 
result in a 000229 score reduction in the sustainability reporting indicators. A one 
score increase in reporting of the most successful company in an industry would 
result in a 0.0818 score increase in sustainability reporting. The independent 
variables namely: membership of governance bodies which are particular to an 
industry, membership of governance bodies which are not particular to an industry, 
foreign presence, size and reporting of the most successful company in an industry 
are not significant in influencing the dependent variable (sustainability reporting).  
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Table 4.39: Estimation Results for Sustainability Reporting Using Institutional  
         Field Factors for the 54 Sample Companies for the Period 2010 to 
        2014 
Dependent Variable: Sustainability Reporting 
Independent Variables Pooled OLS Fixed Effects Random Effects 
Constant -14.3849 19.1814 1.9097 
SECCGC: Coefficient 
                 (Standard Error) 
5.4332** 
(2.1976) 
4.2745** 
(1.6447) 
4.7889*** 
(1.6218) 
CBNSBP: Coefficient 
                 (Standard Error) 
2.2702 
(1.8493) 
2.6897** 
(1.1644) 
2.2996 
(1.1607)** 
ACCTF: Coefficient 
                 (Standard Error) 
5.5001*** 
(1.5948) 
5.5343** 
(2.6211) 
6.4370*** 
(2.1667) 
MEGBPI: Coefficient 
                 (Standard Error) 
4.3812 
(2.4225) 
3.8523 
(6.4645) 
5.7839 
(3.5841) 
MEGBNPI: Coefficient 
                 (Standard Error) 
-.1183 
(1.8666) 
.4262 
(3.5496) 
.4129 
(2.7655) 
FORPR: Coefficient 
                 (Standard Error) 
9.5888*** 
(1.6673) 
-4.2286 
(7.9394) 
9.8240*** 
(2.6656) 
SIZE: Coefficient 
          (Standard Error) 
 
1.0276*** 
(0.2610) 
 
-.2287 
(0.2583) 
 
.2277 
(0.2251) 
 
ROMS: Coefficient 
                 (Standard Error) 
-.0122 
(0.879) 
.0818 
(0.0758) 
.0531 
(0.0700) 
No. of Observations 270 270 270 
R2  0.4130 0.2389 0.3772 
F-Statistics 23.76 8.16  
Prob. (F- Statistics) 0.0000 0.0000  
Sigma_u  13.3984 8.8526 
Sigma_e  7.0139 7.0139 
Rho  .7849 .6143 
Wald Chi2   96.11 
P-Value (X2)   0.0000 
Hausman Chi-Square Test  16.09 
(0.0411)** 
 
***Significant at 1%, **Significant at 5% 
Numbers in parentheses are the standard error values of the coefficient. 
Source: Results obtained from data analysis using Stata Statistical Software Package 
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Test of Hypothesis 3 
H03: Companies’ internal organizational processes do not significantly influence 
their sustainability reporting in Nigeria. 
 
The results of the Pooled Ordinary Least Square (OLS), Fixed Effects and Random 
Effects estimation models for the panel data for reporting process factors influencing 
sustainability reporting for the sample of companies during the period 2010 to 2014 
are shown in Table 4.40.  
 
A total of 270 observations were included in the analysis. The R-Squared is 0.4295, 
showing that the pooled OLS model accounts for approximately 43 percent of the 
variance in sustainability reporting. In order to assess the statistical significance of 
the result from the pooled OLS model, it was necessary to test whether the R in the 
population equals 0. The model in this study reaches statistical significance (Sig. 
equals 0.0000; this implies that p is less than 0.00005). Due to the inability of pooled 
OLS to account for within-effects and omitted variable bias, it is necessary to adopt 
Panel data estimation tools. Panel fixed effects and random effects model were used 
to estimate the model for the third hypothesis. The Hausman specification test was 
used as prescribed in Clark and Linzer (2012). Based on the Hausman test, the Fixed 
Effects model result is more reliable than the random effects model as the P-value of 
the test is significant (P is equals to 0.0006) at the 5% level.  
 
Holding all other variables constant, on average, a one score increase in stakeholder 
engagement would result in a 5.3751 score increase in sustainability reporting. 
Stakeholder engagement is significantly related to sustainability reporting at the 1 
percent level. Holding all other variables constant, on average, companies that 
subscribe to assurance of sustainability information have about 4.5261 less 
sustainability reporting scores than their counterparts that do not subscribe to 
assurance. On the average, companies that have sustainability framework have about 
0.8486 less sustainability reporting scores than their counterparts that do not have 
sustainability frameworks. On the average, companies that have board committees 
on sustainability have about 3.7327 more sustainability reporting scores than their 
counterparts that do not have board committees on sustainability. Based on the 
Fixed Effects model results, this study concludes that assurance, sustainability 
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framework and board committee on sustainability are not significantly related to the 
level of sustainability reporting. 
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Table 4.40: Estimation Results for Sustainability Reporting Using Reporting  
         Process Factors for the 54 Sample Companies for the Period 2010  
         To 2014 
Dependent Variable: Sustainability Reporting 
Independent Variables Pooled 
OLS 
Fixed Effects Random Effects 
Constant 15.6237 19.5993 17.972 
ASUR: Coefficient 
                 (Standard Error) 
.6988 
(3.1212) 
-4.5261 
(4.8038) 
.1037 
(3.8772) 
SUSFR: Coefficient 
                 (Standard Error) 
4.5151*** 
(1.5644) 
-.8486 
(1.9576) 
.4576 
(1.8119) 
BODC: Coefficient 
                 (Standard Error) 
4.2455** 
(1.6503) 
3.7327 
(2.2084) 
4.6889** 
(1.9738) 
STKE: Coefficient 
                 (Standard Error) 
7.7495*** 
(1.2557) 
5.3751*** 
(1.0516) 
6.2366*** 
(0.9929) 
No. of Observations 270 270 270 
R2  0.4295 0.3952 0.4196 
F-Statistics 55.78 9.70  
Wald Statistics   85.36 
Prob. (F- Statistics) 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
Sigma_u  10.0169 7.9114 
Sigma_e  7.3215 7.3215 
Rho  .6518 .5387 
Hausman Chi-Square Test  19.55*** 
(0.0006) 
 
The superscripts *** and ** represent the significant values at 1% and 5%. 
The values in parentheses are the standard error values of the coefficient. 
Source: Results obtained from data analysis using Stata Statistical Software Package 
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Based on Table 4.41, multicollinearity includes checking for correlations between 
the variables in the model. Correlations between independent variables (accounting 
firm, foreign presence, size, reporting of most successful, Central Bank of Nigeria 
sustainability reporting guidelines, membership of external governance bodies 
particular to an industry, membership of external governance bodies not particular to 
an industry, stakeholder engagement, sustainability framework, assurance, board 
committee on sustainability) and the dependent variable (sustainability reporting) 
was checked. The independent variables show some relationship with the dependent 
variable (sustainability reporting). Based on Tables 4.41, all the independent 
variables were retained because none of the variables has a bivariate correlation of 
0.7 or more.  
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Table 4.41: Correlation Matrix of Independent Variables 
 SIZE SECCGC CBNSBP ACCTF MEGBPI MEGBNPI ROMS FORPR STKE SUSFR   
SIZE 1.0000          
SECCGC 0.0592 1.0000         
CBNSBP 0.0714 0.6124 1.0000        
ACCTF 0.3022 0.0136 0.0222 1.0000       
MEGBPI 0.2272 0.0170 0.0277 0.1930 1.0000      
MEGBNPI 0.0710 0.0452 0.0277 0.1653 0.0334    1.0000     
ROMS -0.0483 0.5273 0.4264 -0.1273 -0.1150 0.0991    1.0000    
FORPR 0.3206 -0.0037 0.0091 0.2947 0.3065 0.0559   -0.1454    1.0000   
STKE 0.4011 0.1515 0.1787 0.3412 0.3524    0.1596    0.0104    0.4183 1.000    
SUSFR 0.3833 0.1304 0.1614 0.3090 0.3422    0.2394   -0.1090    0.4187 0.5579    1.000   
ASUR 0.0987 0.0078 0.0128 0.1298 0.3853    0.1937    0.0362    0.2827 0.5465    0.2777      
BODC 0.2157 0.0943 0.1190 0.2552 0.4401    0.2307   -0.0323    0.3881 0.5841    0.4749         
Source: Results obtained from data analysis using Stata Statistical Software Package 
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The results of the Pooled Ordinary Least Square (OLS), Fixed Effects and Random 
Effects estimation models for the panel data for institutional field factors and 
reporting process factors influencing sustainability reporting for the sample of 
companies during the period 2010 to 2014 are shown in Table 4.42.  
 
A total of 270 observations were included in the analysis. The R-Squared is 0.5330, 
showing that the pooled OLS regression accounts for approximately 53 percent of 
the variance in sustainability reporting. In order to assess the statistical significance 
of the result from the pooled OLS model, it was necessary to test whether the R in 
the population equals 0. The model in this study reaches statistical significance (Sig. 
equals 0.0000; this implies that p is less than 0.00005). Due to the inability of pooled 
OLS to account for within effects (company effects) and omitted variable bias, it is 
necessary to adopt Panel data estimation tools namely: Panel Fixed Effects model 
and Random Effects model. In line with Clark and Linzer (2012) the Hausman 
specification test was computed to determine which one of the two models (either 
Panel Fixed Effects or Random Effects) is appropriate. The F-Statistics also indicate 
that the regression equation is significant. The data was subjected to Hausman 
specification test to ascertain which of fixed effect or random effect was appropriate. 
Based on the Hausman test, the fixed effects model result is more reliable as the P-
value of the test is significant (P is equal to 0.0108) at the 5% level. 
 
In order to ascertain which of the institutional field and reporting process variables 
included in the model contributed to the prediction of the dependent variable, the 
values in the coefficients column were examined along with their significance using 
the results of the fixed effects model. Holding all other variables constant, on 
average, after the introduction of Securities and Exchange Commission revised code 
of corporate governance, companies’ sustainability reporting is about 3.6011 scores 
more than companies’ sustainability reporting before the introduction of the revised 
code. On the average, companies with a financial statement auditor that is one of the 
Big four have about 5.6096 scores more sustainability reporting scores than 
companies with a financial statement auditor that is not one of the Big four 
accounting firms. On the average, a one score increase in stakeholder engagement 
results in a 4.1877 increase in sustainability reporting score. Based on the fixed 
effects model, Securities and Exchange Commission revised code of corporate 
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governance, accounting firm are significantly and positively related to sustainability 
reporting at the 5 percent level. Stakeholder engagement is significantly and 
positively related to sustainability reporting at the 1 percent level.  
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Table 4.42: Estimation Results for Sustainability Reporting Using Both  
         Institutional Field and Reporting Process Factors for the 54  
         Sample Companies for the Period 2010 to 2014 
Dependent Variable: Sustainability Reporting 
Independent Variables Pooled 
OLS 
Fixed Effects Random Effects 
Constant -7.5443 18.3176 3.1510 
SECCGC: Coefficient 
                 (Standard Error) 
4.6434** 
(2.1758) 
3.6011** 
(1.5991) 
4.0643** 
(1.5776) 
CBNSBP: Coefficient 
                 (Standard Error) 
.8779 
(1.7004) 
1.7365 
(1.1525) 
1.2105 
(1.1479) 
ACCTF: Coefficient 
                 (Standard Error) 
3.4266** 
(1.5801) 
5.6096** 
(2.5259) 
5.4628*** 
(2.0315) 
MEGBPI: Coefficient 
                 (Standard Error) 
-1.2877 
(1.9487) 
1.7847 
(6.4180) 
2.0676 
(3.3935) 
MEGBNPI: Coefficient 
                 (Standard Error) 
-3.1575 
(1.6411) 
3.307817 
(3.4934) 
.8062 
(2.6000) 
FORPR: Coefficient 
                 (Standard Error) 
5.9766*** 
(1.7668) 
-3.6704 
(7.6526) 
7.5324*** 
(2.4130) 
SIZE: Coefficient 
                 (Standard Error) 
.7410*** 
(0.2291) 
-.3135 
(0.2499) 
.1349 
(0.2147) 
ROMS: Coefficient 
                 (Standard Error) 
-.0164 
(0.0714) 
.0802 
(0.0736) 
.0493 
(0.0671) 
ASUR: Coefficient 
                 (Standard Error) 
4.3122 
(3.1089) 
-3.9297 
(4.4409) 
-.3704 
(3.7279) 
SUSFR: Coefficient 
                 (Standard Error) 
1.1724 
(1.6420) 
-1.7917 
(1.8578) 
-.9814 
(1.7254) 
BODC: Coefficient 
                 (Standard Error) 
3.8273** 
(1.5554) 
2.5674 
(2.0743) 
2.9669 
(1.8850) 
STKE: Coefficient 
                 (Standard Error) 
5.0395*** 
(1.2717) 
4.1877*** 
(1.0240) 
4.5884*** 
(0.9664) 
No. of Observations 270 270 270 
R2  0.5330 0.1655 0.4929 
F-Statistics 36.84 7.53  
Wald Statistics   146.56 
Prob. (F- Statistics) 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
Sigma_u  11.8546 7.5404 
Sigma_e  6.7584 6.7584 
Rho  .7547 .5545 
Hausman X2 Test  25.99 
(0.0108)** 
 
The superscripts *** and ** represent the significant values at 1% and 5%.  
The values in parentheses are the standard error values of the coefficient. 
Source: Results obtained from data analysis using Stata Statistical Software Package 
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Test of Hypothesis 4 
H04: There are no significant factors that influence sustainability reporting in Nigeria 
from the perspective of corporate respondents.  
 
Before proceeding to analyse the primary data using factor analysis, preliminary 
tests were carried out to ascertain the suitability of the data for factor analysis. Two 
of such tests are the Kaiser Meyer-Oklin and Barlett’s Test of Sphericity which 
resulted in values of 0.783 and 0.000; implying that the Kaiser Meyer-Oklin value 
exceeded the recommended value of 0.6 and the Barlett’s Test of Sphericity reached 
statistical significance (because p is equals to 0.000, which is less than 0.05). The 
result of the Barlett’s Test of Sphericity also favors the factorability of the 
correlation matrix. In the correlation matrix table, there were correlation coefficients 
of 0.3 and above. Using Kaiser’s criterion, the study was interested only in 
components that have an eigen value of greater than or equals to 1. The first five 
components recorded eigen values of greater than 1 (8.689, 2.808, 1.762, 1.404 and 
1.223) (see Table 4.43). These five components explained a total of 72.21 percent of 
the variance. 
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Table 4.43: Total Variance Explained 
Component 
Initial Eigen 
values 
Extraction Sums of Squared 
Loadings 
Rotation 
Sums of 
Squared 
Loadingsa 
Cumulative 
Percent Total 
Percent of 
Variance 
Cumulative 
Percent Total 
1 39.494 8.689 39.494 39.494 5.955 
2 52.259 2.808 12.765 52.259 5.992 
3 60.269 1.762 8.010 60.269 5.002 
4 66.652 1.404 6.384 66.652 2.001 
5 72.214 1.223 5.561 72.214 1.997 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
a. When components are correlated, sums of squared loadings cannot be added to 
obtain a total variance. 
Source: Computations from IBM Statistical Package for Social Sciences (2017) 
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On the Scree plot in Figure 4.1, a change in the shape of the plot was seen from 
component 5. The break between the fifth and sixth components is obvious. This 
implied that components 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 explained or captured much more of the 
variance than the remaining components.  
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Figure 4.1: Scree Plot 
Source: Figure from IBM Statistical Package for Social Sciences (2017) 
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Table 4.44 shows the results of the Pattern Matrix which shows the factor loadings 
of each of the variables. The highest loading items on each component is identified 
and labeled on the component. In component 1, the highest loadings are total asset, 
revenue, successful industry leaders, pressure from the board of directors, foreign 
presence, consumer concern and employee attitude. These factors are a mix of 
coercive, normative and mimetic influences. The second component showed the 
following factors namely receipt of award, presence of sustainability officer, 
provision of assurance services by accounting firms, use of assurance services, 
rating by external parties based on sustainability performance and training of 
accountants by professional accounting associations. These factors point to steps 
that have been taken by organizations for the purpose of continuous improvement in 
corporate reporting practices. On the third component, guidance by the Securities 
and Exchange Commission (SEC) Code of Corporate Governance, Chief Executive 
Officer (CEO) initiation, Central Bank of Nigeria (CBN) Sustainability banking 
guidelines, employee training, professional accounting firm training and foreign 
lender loaded. Local lender and membership of external governance bodies loaded 
on the fourth component.   
 
Based on the Pattern Matrix in Table 4.44, this study concludes that there was a mix 
of coercive and normative pressures loading on components 1, 2, 3 and 4. Only one 
coercive factor loaded on component 5. This study concludes that either coercive 
factors or normative factors alone are insufficient to explain sustainability reporting.  
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Table 4.44: Pattern matrix for Principal Component Analysis with Oblimin        
          Rotation of Five Factor Solution of Factors Influencing  
          Sustainability Reporting 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: Field Survey (2015) 
Table 4.62: Structure matrix for Principal Component Analysis with Direct Oblimin 
rotation of three factor solution of Factors Influencing Sustainability Reporting 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  Pattern Matrix  
  Components  
   Factors  1  2 3  4 5 Communalities 
 Total Asset Base .836     .714 
 Revenue Base .773     .828 
 Successful Industry Leaders  .681     .752 
 Pressure from the Board of Directors .675     .627 
 Foreign Presence .634     .730 
 Consumers’ Interest  .591     .669 
 Employees’ Attitude .584     .780 
 Awards for Sustainability Performance  .834    .737 
 Human Resources on Sustainability  .746    .823 
 Provision of Assurance Services on Sustainability 
Reporting by Accounting Firms 
 .726    .569 
 Use of Assurance Services on Sustainability Reporting 
by Organizations 
 .705    .643 
 Rating of organization based on sustainability 
performance 
 .681    .675 
 Professional Accounting Association Training of 
Accounting Professionals 
 .423    .742 
 Securities and Exchange Commission Code of 
Corporate Governance 
  .825   .749 
 Initiation from Chief Executive Officer of Organization   .765   .693 
 Central Bank of Nigeria Sustainability Banking 
Principles 
  .658   .771 
 Employee Training by Organization   .520   .735 
 Professional Accounting Firm Training of Accounting 
Professionals 
  .493   .711 
 Foreign lenders’ emphasis on approving loans on the 
basis of sustainability performance 
  .484   .830 
 Local lenders’ emphasis on approving loans on the basis 
of sustainability perf rmanc  
   .815  .713 
 Membership of external governance bodies    .629  .742 
 Investor’s concern with long-term sustainability 
performance 
    .684 .656 
    Source: Computations from IBM Statistical Package for Social Sciences (2017) 
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Table 4.45: Structure Matrix for Principal Component Analysis with Direct  
         Oblimin Rotation of Five Factor Solution of Factors Influencing  
         Sustainability Reporting 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  Structure matrix 
  Components 
   Factors 1 2 3 4 5 
 Total Asset Base .816     
 Revenue Base .867     
 Successful Industry Leaders  .805     
 Pressure from the Board of Directors .739     
 Foreign Presence .703     
 Consumers’ Interest  .669     
 Employees’ Attitude .755     
 Professional Accounting Association Training of 
Accounting Professionals 
.565     
 Awards for Sustainability Performance  .844    
 Human Resources on Sustainability  .843    
 Provision of Assurance Services on Sustainability 
Reporting by Accounting Firms 
 .732    
 Use of Assurance Services on Sustainability 
Reporting by Organizations 
 .760    
 Rating of organization based on sustainability 
performance 
 .707    
 Securities and Exchange Commission Code of 
Corporate Governance 
  .857   
 Initiation from Chief Executive Officer of 
Organization 
  .772   
 Central Bank of Nigeria Sustainability Banking 
Principles 
  .720   
 Employee Training by Organization   .647   
 Professional Accounting Firm Training of 
Accounting Professionals 
  .672   
 Foreign lenders’ emphasis on approving loans on 
the basis of sustainability performance 
  .553   
 Local lenders’ emphasis on approving loans on 
the basis of sustainability performance 
   .817  
 Membership of external governance bodies    .683  
 Investor’s concern with long-term sustainability 
performance 
    .738 
                          Source: Computations from IBM Statistical Package for Social Sciences (2017) 
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 From Table 4.46, there are more positive than negative correlations between the 
five factors. There are positive correlations between factors 1 and 2, 1 and 3, 1 and 
5, 2 and 3, 2 and 4, 2 and 5, 3 and 4, 3 and 5. There are negative correlations 
between factors 1 and 4, 4 and 5.  
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Table 4.46: Component Correlation Matrix 
Component 1 2 3 4 5 
1 1.000     
2 .327 1.000    
3 .348 .323 1.000   
4 -.051 .099 .066 1.000  
5 .165 .001 .136 -.080 1.000 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 
Source: Computations from IBM Statistical Package for Social Sciences (2017) 
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From Table 4.47, the relationship between each of the five factors and extent of 
sustainability reporting was investigated using Pearson-moment correlation 
coefficient. The Pearson correlation coefficients showed that there are significant 
associations between the level of sustainability reporting and factors 1, 2, 4 and 5 
respectively. There was a medium positive correlation between factor 1 and the 
extent of sustainability reporting, r = .325, n=54, p<0.05. There was a medium 
positive correlation between factor 2 and the extent of sustainability reporting, r 
=.395, n=54, p<0.05. There was a medium positive correlation between factor 4 and 
the extent of sustainability reporting, r =.301, n=54, p<0.05. There was a medium 
positive relationship between factor 5 and the extent of sustainability reporting, r 
=.342, n=54, p<0.05. The factors that make up factor 3 comprise of SEC code of 
corporate governance, initiation from company chief executive officer, CBN 
sustainability banking principles, employee training, professional accounting firm 
training of accounting professionals, and foreign lenders’ emphasis on approving 
loans on the basis of sustainability performance. There was weak positive 
correlation between factor 3 and the extent of sustainability reporting, r = .240, 
n=54, p<0.10. 
 
The factors that made up component 1 were: total asset base, revenue, successful 
industry leaders, pressure from the board of directors, foreign presence, consumers’ 
interest and employees’ attitude.  
 
The factors that made up component 2 were: award for sustainability performance, 
human resources on sustainability, provision of assurance services on sustainability 
reporting by accounting firms, use of assurance services on sustainability reporting, 
rating of organizations based on sustainability performance and professional 
accounting association training of accounting professionals.  
 
The factors that made up component 4 were: local lenders’ emphasis on approving 
loans on the basis of sustainability performance and membership of external 
governance bodies. The only factor that loaded on component 5 was investor’s 
concern with long-term sustainability performance.  
 
Based on the factor analysis results, this study concludes that factor 1 includes 
coercive, normative and mimetic pressure variables. Meanwhile, factor 2 includes 
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normative pressure variables. Factor 4 includes coercive and normative pressure 
variables, while factor 5 is made up of a coercive pressure variable. This implies that 
a mix of coercive, normative and mimetic pressures was found to be responsible for 
the level of sustainability reporting.  
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Table 4.47: Pearson Correlations 
  Factor1 Factor2 Factor3 Factor4 Factor5 Extent 
of SR 
Factor1 Pearson 
Correlation 
1  
 
    
Factor2 Pearson 
Correlation 
.597** 
(.000) 
1     
Factor3 Pearson 
Correlation 
.611** 
(.000) 
.623** 
(.000) 
1    
Factor4 Pearson 
Correlation 
.152 
(.273) 
.421** 
(.002) 
.344* 
(.011) 
1   
Factor5 Pearson 
Correlation 
.409** 
(.002) 
.251 
(.067) 
.326* 
(.016) 
.073 
(.602) 
1  
 
Extent 
of SR 
Pearson 
Correlation 
.325* 
(.016) 
.395** 
(.003) 
.240 
(.080) 
.301* 
(.027) 
.342* 
(.011) 
1 
N 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 
(Sig. 2-tailed)  
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
Source: Computations from IBM Statistical Package for Social Sciences (2017) 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
DISCUSSION 
 
5.0      Preface 
In this chapter, the research results are discussed with respect to the related literature 
and findings of prior studies on organizational field factors and internal 
organizational factors that determine sustainability reporting.  
 
5.1 Discussion of Results for Test of Hypothesis One 
From hypothesis 1 which is: there is no significant variation in sustainability 
reporting across selected companies from 2010 to 2014 in Nigeria, this current study 
predicted that there is no significant difference in sustainability reporting across 
companies from 2010 to 2014 in Nigeria. However, from the descriptive statistics 
results in Table 4.27, there is an increase in sustainability reporting from year 2010 
to 2014. However, within those years, there is a decrease in sustainability reporting 
from years 2013 to 2014. The results of one way repeated measures analysis of 
variance (ANOVA) in Table 4.28 show that there is a statistically significant 
variation in sustainability reporting across five time periods starting from year 2010 
to 2014. From the results of pair wise comparisons as shown in Table 4.29 it is 
deduced that the difference between 2010 and 2011, 2010 and 2012, 2010 and 2013, 
2010 and 2014, 2011 and 2013 are significant.  
 
The interventions from the Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) in terms of 
issuing a revised code of corporate governance in 2011 and the Central Bank of 
Nigeria’s sustainability reporting guidelines issued in 2012 could have been 
responsible for an increase in reporting from 2010 to 2011 and 2012 to 2013. This 
finding possibly corroborates new institutional theory where companies align with 
their regulators by engaging in sustainability reporting to avoid sanctions. Practical 
implication of finding is that as a result of these interventions, companies are 
appreciating the need for sustainability reporting.  
 
Based on the results in Table 4.27, there is a decrease in sustainability reporting 
from 2013 to 2014 in the sample companies. This can be attributed to inadequate 
enforcement by regulators such as SEC and CBN. Enforcement by regulators is 
236 
 
essential because from the results, there was a decrease in reporting from 2013 to 
2014. One of the mechanisms for enforcement by regulators can be demand for 
submission of interim corporate reports with sustainability disclosures and/or 
interim separate sustainability reports. Where there is inadequate follow-up by 
regulators, there may not be any need to expect compliance from companies in terms 
of adherence to the codes of corporate governance of SEC and sustainability 
reporting guidelines of CBN. Iyoha et al. (2014) express concern over the adequacy 
of SEC to ensure compliance with financial reporting requirements. The role of SEC 
as regulator of companies in the securities market should also be fulfilled when they 
follow-up companies to ensure that they report transparent and verifiable 
information. 
 
Generally, the companies included in the current study report more economic and 
governance indicators of sustainability reporting. Some of the economic indicators 
of sustainability reporting employed in this study such as revenue, operating costs, 
employee wages and benefits, payments to providers of capital, have already been 
taken into consideration in financial reporting. The results of Table 4.20 show the 
trend in reporting of economic indicators. Some of these economic indicators are 
part of financial reporting system. The year that the SEC code of corporate 
governance is introduced is year 2011. Between years 2010 and 2012 there is a 
marked increase in the mean score of economic indicators across the sampled 
companies. Also, the CBN sustainability reporting guidelines are introduced in year 
2012. Between years 2011 and 2013 there is an increase in the mean score of 
economic indicators across the sampled companies. These findings agree with Iyoha 
(2011) where state agencies and regulators have an influence on the quality of 
financial reporting.  
 
Based on the results in Table 4.20, economic and governance disclosures were on 
the average the indicators mostly reported upon. This was followed by social and 
environmental disclosures. These results agree with Owolabi (2009) because the 
level of environmental reporting among sampled companies from consumer goods, 
industrial goods, oil and gas sectors is found to be low. These results do not agree 
with Raucci and Tarquinio (2015) because in their study companies report mostly on 
social indicators, followed by economic and environmental indicators. From the 
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results in Table 4.20, the mean scores of reporting on environmental indicators is 
low because out of 15 indicators, in year 2014 the mean reporting score for sample 
companies in this study is 2.78. 
  
The findings of this study agree with Qi et al. (2012) where low level of 
environmental disclosures is found. A probable cause for the low level of 
environmental disclosures found in the current study is that some organizations such 
as banks do not envisage the need to report environmental information. In line with 
previous studies, companies in the financial services sector are prone to risk and 
when they do not measure and report on risk their net worth may be jeopardized. 
Corporate Knights (2014) note that banks represent lower-impact industries. Hence, 
they may not need sophisticated systems to capture sustainability reporting 
information, particularly environmental indicators. The findings of this current study 
also agree with Corporate Knights (2014) because as this study finds that banks do 
not give priority to disclosures pertaining to water usage, greenhouse gas emissions, 
organic pollutants and environmental protection expenditures in their corporate 
reports.   
 
Based on the results in Table 4.30, Table 3.32, Table 3.34 and Table 3.36, 
companies in the banking sector in year 2014 disclosed more sustainability 
indicators compared to those in the oil and gas, consumer goods and industrial goods 
sectors. This result is different from Raucci and Tarquinio (2015) where oil and gas 
companies disclose more indicators compared to companies in financial services, 
industrial, utilities, consumer goods, consumer services, technology, 
telecommunications, basic materials and health care sectors. Perhaps, the CBN 
Sustainability Banking Principles which was circulated to financial institutions in 
2012 could be a reason for the sustainability reporting of banks in Nigeria. 
 
From the results in Table 4.30 the average sustainability reporting indicators for the 
sampled companies in the banking sector were highest in year 2013. An average 
score of 35.64 indicators out of 56 total indicators represents approximately 64 
percent compliance with the sustainability reporting indicators. The oil and gas, 
consumer goods and industrial goods showed an average score of 28.89, 22.35 and 
26.45 respectively. The findings of this study agree with Chindavijak et al. (2015) 
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where Thailand companies recorded 50 percent of total indicators against GRI 
criteria.  
 
The findings in this study agree with Tang and Chan (2010) where companies in the 
financial services industry have been found to have the highest score in 
sustainability reporting and the ranking of aspects coverage is also highest in 2010 
to 2014 (with the exception of environmental indicators in year 2010). In their view, 
companies in the financial services sector have more resources and tend to 
contribute to issues relating to sustainable development as well as report to 
stakeholders.  
 
In the Nigerian context, companies in the financial services sector are required to 
produce stand-alone sustainability reports by the Central Bank of Nigeria (CBN). 
This requirement is to commence in 2014, but some companies were already 
reporting before that time. Specifically, some of the companies report on direct risks 
on the banks through liability for impacts caused by clients, reputation risks through 
association with clients that are liable to cause impacts, credit risks due to fines, loss 
of license to operate, and market risk associated with reduced value of security and 
collateral. Also, some of the banks make it clear that their risk management, audit 
and credit operations are directly involved in trainings on sustainability reporting. It 
is also important to note that in the year 2014, some of the banks were able to 
categorize their project financing to other sectors of the Nigerian economy namely 
oil and gas, power, infrastructure and others. In a particular bank, no projects with 
minimal or no social or environmental impacts are financed.  
 
Obaro (2013) states that there challenges facing financial institutions aiming to 
imbibe sustainability accounting measures in their organizations. One of these 
challenges is how to assess organizational performance in a multi-stakeholder 
environment. It is further noted that comparability is a missing attribute of 
sustainability reporting. This is also observed in the findings of this study. Since 
sustainability reporting is relatively new as a reporting requirement from the Apex 
Financial Regulator (CBN), companies in the banking sector presented their reports 
in various ways they deemed it fit. It is stressed that in order to implement the CBN 
reporting guidelines and measure the various aspects of organizational performance, 
a full financial accounting cycle was required.  
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The findings of this current study agrees with Abu-Baker and Naser (2000) where it 
has been found that a limited number of companies in Jordan engaged in social 
disclosures, with the most common themes being human resources and community 
involvement. In this study, the companies were found to favor disclosures on human 
resources particularly employee benefits and local community development 
programmes. The main difference between Abu-Baker and Naser (2000) and this 
current study is that this study also found that disclosures on health and safety 
employee training have been given more attention by Nigerian companies.  
 
5.2 Discussion of Results for Test of Hypothesis Two 
Hypothesis 2 states that companies’ institutional field factors do not influence their 
sustainability reporting in Nigeria. Thus, a company’s sustainability reporting is 
hypothesized to be influenced by institutional field factors. From the pooled OLS 
regression results in Table 4.39, the coefficients of the size, SEC code of corporate 
governance, big four accounting firm, foreign presence as expected are significantly 
and positively related to sustainability reporting.  
 
The results of this study show that higher levels of size (as measured by total assets) 
lead to more sustainability reporting. This supports the proposition that larger 
companies have more stakeholders, and by extension, such a company will want to 
be accountable to them. Also, more stakeholders are looking into the operations of 
companies with large size. The result of this current study is in tandem with where 
larger companies were found to disclose more credible sustainability information. 
However, the results of this study contradict Dilling (2010) where there is no 
relationship between size and sustainability reporting.   
 
Also, companies engage in sustainability reporting as regulators develop governance 
codes that require them to engage in such reporting. This provides support for the 
propositions due to new institutional theory where companies align with regulators 
because they fear the punishment that may arise from their lack of compliance. 
However, in a prior study by Bell and Lundblad (2011), regulation has been found to 
negatively influence sustainability reporting. The finding of this current study in 
relation to the influence of regulation is an improvement on Bell and Lundblad 
(2011) because of their use of a case study company. Also, the findings of this study 
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in relation to the influence of regulation disagree with Kuhn et al.(n.d) where 
mandatory CSR reporting does not lead to higher CSR transparency.  
 
Normative pressures arise from a company’s relationship with professional 
accounting firms who are deemed to be industry leaders. The positive relationship 
between foreign presence of a company and sustainability reporting suggests that as 
companies expand their operations to foreign environments, there is tendency for 
them to incorporate developments that have been institutionalized in those 
environments. The companies included in the sample of this study have subsidiaries 
or affiliate companies in more developed countries.  
 
This study finds a positive and significant relationship between accounting firm and 
sustainability reporting. This finding agrees with Barako (2007), Lan et al. (2013) 
and Fernandez-Feijoo et al. (2016).  
 
5.2 Discussion of Results for Test of Hypothesis Three 
Hypothesis 3 posits that sustainability reporting is influenced by the reporting 
process. The reporting process is also known as the internal organizational system 
which is expected to relate to sustainability disclosures. When companies develop 
their internal reporting processes such as stakeholder engagement, sustainability 
framework, board committee on sustainability and third party assurance, it shows 
they desire to release credible information to stakeholders. Based on results from 
pooled OLS regression in Table 4.40, a positive relationship between stakeholder 
engagement and sustainability reporting suggests that stakeholders are recognized in 
the sustainability reporting process. The findings of this study support Eccles et al. 
(2012) where high sustainability companies are more likely to engage in stakeholder 
engagement. Also, Kaur and Lodhia (2014) noted that international standards on 
sustainability reporting such as Global Reporting Initiative, AccountAbility 1000 
have stressed the role of stakeholder engagement in sustainability reporting.  
 
A positive relationship between stakeholder engagement and sustainability reporting 
implies that as stakeholder engagement tend to 3, sustainability reporting increases. 
On the other hand, as stakeholder engagement tends to 1, sustainability reporting 
reduces. Prior studies have been able to ascertain the level of stakeholder 
241 
 
engagement in sustainability reporting. None of these studies has identified the 
relationship between the level of stakeholder engagement and sustainability 
reporting. In this current study, low levels of stakeholder engagement are found and 
this concurs with Kaur and Lodhia (2014). However, this study finds that companies 
identify their stakeholders without reporting on the means that they engage with 
them.  
 
A positive relationship between sustainability framework and sustainability 
reporting suggests that the presence of sustainability framework increases 
sustainability reporting. Sustainability frameworks include frameworks identifying 
areas of sustainability they focused on during the year. This helps to give companies 
direction to focus on areas that they deem material or significant to their operations.  
 
A positive relationship between board committee on sustainability and sustainability 
reporting indicates that as companies recognize the role of the board of directors in 
sustainability reporting, they improve in the practice of sustainability reporting. The 
results of this study agree with Rankin et al. (2011) where the presence of board 
committee on environmental issues led to increased sustainability disclosures. The 
findings in this current study also agree with Herremans et al. (2011) where 
companies with broader responsibilities for the sustainability committee in the board 
of directors are likely to provide more information pertaining to sustainability 
reporting. The reason for this result may possibly be that sustainability committees 
enhance board oversight on sustainability issues. 
 
Sustainability reporting should reflect in the internal structures of companies in 
order to ensure that the information reported emanates from organizational 
processes. Based on the literature, it is expected that business organizations with 
high sustainability reporting should have sustainability framework, board committee 
on sustainability issues, assurance by third parties and stakeholder engagement. 
High sustainability reporting category is represented by sustainability reporting 
scores ranging from 34 to 39, and 40 to 56. Where there is high sustainability 
reporting category, the actual internal structures are compared with the expected 
internal structures in the sample companies. Adverse variances (actual internal 
structures fell short of expected internal structures) are found among the sample 
companies.  
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The companies in the banking sector could have been after a show of legitimacy to 
society through sustainability reporting since they were not reporting to show 
accountability because the internal structures (stakeholder engagement, 
sustainability framework, board committee on sustainability issues, assurance by 
third party) were not present to support their reporting.  
 
The result is similar in the oil and gas sector. Where there was high sustainability 
reporting category, the actual internal structures are compared with the expected 
internal structures in the business organizations, the following are found. There are 
adverse variances (actual internal structures fell short of expected internal 
structures). In the oil and gas sector, there are no companies with complete absence 
of internal structures (sustainability framework, stakeholder engagement, assurance 
and board committee on sustainability issues).  
 
In the consumer goods sector, where there is high sustainability reporting category, 
the actual internal structures are compared with the expected internal structures in 
the business organizations, the following are found. There are adverse variances 
(actual internal structures fell short of expected internal structures). The actual 
internal structures (sustainability framework, stakeholder engagement, assurance and 
board committee on sustainability issues) are not present at all a number of 
companies. These findings point to the need for internal reporting processes to 
support sustainability reporting. Williams et al. (2010) advocate that the 
involvement of accountants in the sustainability reporting process (that is, 
information provider, report preparer, advisory role and financial costing), can help 
to improve the quality of what organizations report.  
 
The inference from the results is based on Fixed Effects model rather than Random 
Effects model because the significance of the Hausman chi-square test supports 
Fixed Effects analysis at 0.05 level of confidence. Based on the fixed effects model, 
only stakeholder engagement is significantly and positively related to sustainability 
reporting. The findings of this current study disagree with studies such as Murguia 
and Bohling (2013) and Brandt (2015) where companies have been found to be 
deficient in stakeholder engagement. In the current study, about 44.81 percent of the 
companies identified their stakeholders, 10.74 percent of the sample companies 
identified stakeholders and the method of stakeholder engagement while 7.78 
243 
 
percent reported on identification of stakeholders, method and frequency of 
stakeholder engagement.  
 
The differences in the results presented in Tables 4.39, 4.40 and 4.42 shows that 
there could be internal disturbances in the error term that may likely arise if all the 
independent variables are run together. As a result, it was necessary for models on 
institutional field factors and reporting process factors to be run separately.   
 
5.4 Discussion of Results for Test of Hypothesis Four 
Ranking the mean scores of corporate managers’ response to the importance of 
factors influencing sustainability reporting in Table 4.21, Table 4.22 and Table 4.23, 
initiation from chief executive officer of organization and employee training by 
organization have higher mean scores compared to other factors. The least mean 
score is attributed to the presence of a business organization in a foreign country. 
This implies that respondents opine that improvements in sustainability reporting are 
expected to come from the internal players within organizations as opposed to 
stakeholders outside an organization such as foreign lenders, Securities and 
Exchange Commission, investors, Central Bank, consumers, local lenders, amongst 
others. Interestingly, respondents are of the opinion that initiation from the Chief 
Executive Officer of an organization had the greatest influence on sustainability 
reporting.  
 
The finding of this current study in relation to the CEO of an organization having 
the greatest influence on sustainability reporting agrees with prior studies (Nakabiito 
and Udechukwu, 2008; Wallen and Wasserfaller, 2008) where internal processes set 
by a company’s management have been incorporated starting with the CEO. 
Wilmshurst and Frost (2000) hint that the Chief Financial Officer (CFO) can be very 
useful for providing more information on sustainability reporting. These studies 
place importance on the CEO because the sustainability reporting process is not only 
about stakeholders, but it is also about the internal policies and strategies 
implemented by the CEO. The CEO’s importance in influencing sustainability 
reporting can also be traced to the responsibility for setting the strategy to actualize 
an organization’s goals pertaining to improved sustainability performance. 
Although, corporate respondents do not opine that SEC is one of the most important 
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factors influencing sustainability reporting, they agree that their organizations’ 
sustainability reporting is guided by SEC Code of Corporate Governance. The 
response to the statement on foreign presence shows that not many respondents 
strongly agree that it was actually an influential factor.  
 
In line with the opinion of respondents, analysis of secondary data shows that 
foreign presence is an insignificant negative influence on sustainability reporting. 
Also, SECCGC and CBNSBP have significant positive influence on sustainability 
reporting. In the survey aspect of this study, the mean scores attributed to the actual 
influence of these two factors rank third and fifth out of twenty two factors. This 
implies that regulators have an influence on reporting practices of organizations. 
This finding reinforces the role of regulators in guiding companies on the contents 
of their sustainability reports whether as stand-alone documents or integrated into 
corporate annual reports.  
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CHAPTER SIX 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS  
 
6.0 Preface 
This chapter discusses the findings of this study in details and summary. Based on 
the findings from this study, conclusions and recommendations were drawn.  
 
6.1 Summary of Work Done 
This study sought to assess the determinants of sustainability reporting in selected 
companies in Nigeria. The research report was written in six chapters. Chapter one 
introduced the study, with a background to the study, statement of research problem, 
objectives of the study, research questions, research hypotheses, significance of the 
study, scope of the study, definition of key terms. In the second chapter, relevant 
literature relating to corporate sustainability reporting was reviewed. Another feature 
of chapter two includes theoretical and conceptual frameworks.  
 
The third chapter dealt with the research method employed for the purpose of this 
study. The research design, population of the study, sampling technique and sample 
size, validity and reliability of research instrument, instruments for data collection, 
sources of data and description of actual field work, were discussed in chapter three. 
In order to actualize the objectives of this study, a survey of the importance and 
performance of factors influencing sustainability reporting from the perspective of 
corporate respondents was carried out. Then, secondary data from corporate annual 
reports and factors that are observable in the organizational field were gathered and 
analysed using SPSS.  
 
Chapter four dwelt on the test of hypotheses, results and findings from the research. 
In chapter five, the results from this study were discussed with respect to the related 
literature and findings of prior studies in organizational field factors and internal 
organizational factors that determine sustainability reporting. In the current chapter, 
the summary of work done, summary of findings (theoretical and empirical), 
conclusion, recommendation, contribution to knowledge and suggestions for further 
studies were discussed.   
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6.2 Summary of Findings 
The summary of findings from the entire study can be separated into two main parts 
namely theoretical and empirical findings. These findings are expounded below.  
 
6.2.1 Theoretical Findings 
The theoretical findings of this study were drawn from two theoretical perspectives 
namely new institutional theory and legitimacy theory.  
1. Based on new institutional theory, business organizations operate within social 
structures, rules and norms that are capable of influencing their decision-making. 
Consequently, business organizations can decide on what to include or exclude from 
their corporate reports.  
2.  Business organizations could be influenced by coercive, normative and mimetic 
pressures in the organizational field.  
3. The influence of a single form of pressure may not be able to influence business 
organizations to adopt sustainability reporting.  
4. Coercive pressures occur when institutions withdraw financial support from 
business organizations in order to promote certain behaviour or policy. In other 
words, coercive pressure originates from members of the organizations’ field that 
could punish, fix a penalty or deny the organization when they fail to act in 
accordance with their expectations.  
5.  Normative pressures occur through the influence of professional networks that 
give room for certain reporting practices to permeate a business organization. This 
form of pressure also occurs through education and training of corporate actors to be 
familiar with reporting practices. 
6. Mimetic pressures occur through organizations’ modeling of their reporting 
practices with other business organizations in their environment that are deemed to 
be successful. These business organizations whose reporting practices are modeled 
by other organizations may not even be aware. Also, business organizations within 
the same industry are bound to associate together. The reporting practices of 
business organizations within the same industry may be similar overtime. 
7. Sustainability reporting practices should be internalized in companies. In order to 
avoid decoupling, actual structures are to be constituted to ensure that the reporting 
is not mimicked or ceremonial.  
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6.2.2 Empirical Findings 
Based on the results from the descriptive statistics and test of hypotheses, this study 
deduced the following empirical findings.  
1. The highest level of sustainability reporting was recorded in year 2013, that 
is, two years after the Securities and Exchange Commission code of 
corporate governance and a year after the Central Bank of Nigeria 
sustainability banking principles. Meanwhile, year 2010 had the lowest mean 
sustainability reporting index.  
 
2. There was presence of coercive pressures from size, SEC Code of Corporate 
Governance, mimetic pressure from foreign presence and normative 
pressures from big four accounting firm.  
 
3. This study also found that stakeholder engagement make significant and 
unique contribution to the prediction of sustainability reporting. Stakeholder 
engagement is one of the internal structures that are present in companies’ 
reporting process.   
 
4. This study found that corporate managers rated factors influencing 
sustainability reporting differently in their order of importance. This study 
found that a mix of coercive, normative and mimetic pressure variables was 
perceived by respondents to be responsible for the extent of sustainability 
reporting.  
 
6.3 Conclusion 
This study made the following conclusions based on the findings from the analysed 
data.  
There is a significant effect for time across the five periods (2010, 2011, 2012, 2013 
and 2014) in the banking sector and consumer goods sector. During this period, SEC 
introduced a revised corporate governance code in 2011 and CBN introduced 
sustainability banking principles in 2012. This suggests that when regulatory bodies 
introduce disclosure and reporting guidelines, business organizations within and 
outside that industry are affected. However, in the industrial goods, oil and gas 
sectors, there was no statistically significant effect for time across the five periods.  
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Coercive and normative pressures were present in the organizational field. Business 
organizations reported more after the SEC code of corporate governance and CBN 
sustainability banking principles. Business organizations reported more information 
on sustainability when their financial auditor is one of the big four.  
 
Business organizations engaging in sustainability reporting are not committing to 
improving their internal processes and structures especially relating to sustainability 
framework and assurance. 
 
This implies that a mix of coercive, normative and mimetic pressures was found to 
be responsible for the level of sustainability reporting.  
 
6.4 Recommendations 
The following recommendations emanated from the findings of this study:  
1. The stock exchange regulator (SEC) and CBN should monitor companies in 
Nigeria to ensure that they fully implement the disclosure requirements of 
the corporate governance code and sustainability reporting guidelines. 
Companies should also be urged to prepare interim sustainability reports.   
 
2. Small and medium sized accounting firms should be equipped with relevant 
information on sustainability reporting to enable them offer advisory services 
to companies pertaining to sustainability reporting.  
 
3. Companies should develop their internal organizational processes in the area 
of subscribing to assurance on sustainability reporting in order to enhance 
the credibility of information embedded in such reports.  
 
4. Institutions such as company regulators, professional accounting firms, 
investors, in the business environment should improve their support for 
sustainability reporting. Also, there should be support for sustainability 
reporting from within business organizations particularly from the Chief 
Executive Officer who is responsible for making decisions. 
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6.5 Contributions to Knowledge 
1. This study contributes to the sustainability reporting literature. It assesses the 
determinants of corporate sustainability reporting from institutional field and 
reporting process perspective in Nigeria. It provides evidence that while companies 
align with institutions in their business environment, sustainability reporting may be 
decoupled from the actual reporting process.  
 
2. The study provides a framework that can be used to assess the internal process 
through which sustainability disclosures emanate. Evidence from this study shows 
that there is a need for companies to initiate and continuously monitor the internal 
processes through which sustainability reporting emanates.  
 
6.6 Suggestions for Further Study 
This study focused on factors influencing sustainability reporting by business 
organizations in selected industries in Nigeria. Based on the limitations in this study, 
the following suggestions are made for further research: 
i. The reporting practices of companies in other industries such as 
telecommunication, conglomerate and insurance could be examined.  
ii. The behaviour of organizational actors could be assessed in view of whether 
they will disclose or not disclose certain negative information about 
corporate sustainability performance.   
iii. The role of board members’ education on sustainability reporting could be 
examined in view of whether it enhances engagement in sustainability 
reporting by companies.  
iv. The relevance of sustainability reporting to investors could be assessed.   
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Appendix I: Sustainability Reporting Index 
Economic Indicators 
Revenue 
Operating costs 
Employee wages and benefits 
Payments to Providers of Capital 
Payments to Government 
Community Investments 
Risks and Opportunity posed by climate change 
Financial Implications of the risk and opportunity posed 
by climate change 
Costs of actions taken to manage risks or opportunities 
posed by climate change 
Value of Defined Benefit Plan obligations 
Mode of Settling the Defined Benefit Plan Obligations 
(Liability) 
Percentage of Salary contributed by the employer and 
employee 
Financial Assistance received from government 
Spending on local suppliers at significant locations of 
operations 
  
Environmental Indicators 
Renewable and non-renewable materials used 
Recycled materials used to manufacture the 
organization's product and services 
Fuel/electricity/heating/cooling/steam consumption  
Electricity/heating/cooling/steam sold 
Reduction in energy consumption due to 
conservation  
Water withdrawn for operations 
Water recycled and reused 
Gross direct Greenhouse gas Emissions 
Organic Pollutants 
Water discharge and quality of water discharged 
Waste and method of disposal 
Number and volume of spills 
Environmental protection expenditures 
Assessment of suppliers on the basis of 
environmental risks 
Assessment of clients on the basis of environmental 
risks 
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Social Indicators 
Benefits to full-time employees 
Injury/injury rate/occupational diseases rate 
Health and Safety employee training 
Representation of men and women in governance bodies 
Equal remuneration of men and women 
Child labour 
Local community development programmes 
Stakeholder engagement plans 
Anti-corruption policies and procedures 
Political financial and other kinds of contributions made by the 
organization 
Suppliers and clients subject to assessments for impacts on society 
Potential negative impacts on society identified in the supply chain 
  
Governance Indicators 
Governance structure and composition 
Competencies of members of the highest governance body 
Composition of Board  directors  
Directors’ Tenure  
Directors’ other significant positions and commitments  
Stakeholder representation 
Chairman is an Executive Officer  
Conflicts of interest – cross-board membership and related 
party disclosures 
Board’s role in identifying and managing economic, social 
and environmental impacts  
Committee that incorporates material aspects in sustainability 
report  
Highest governance body in risk management 
Directors’ and Executive Remuneration  
Organization’s code of conduct and code of ethics 
Mechanisms for seeking advice on Integrity Issues 
Whistle blowing mechanisms or hotlines 
Total 
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Appendix II: Research Questionnaire 
Dear Respondent, 
This research questionnaire was designed to investigate the importance of the factors that 
could influence sustainability reporting of business organizations in Nigeria. This study is 
strictly meant for an academic research and the results will be of utmost benefit to the 
industry. Your participation in this survey will be highly appreciated. Confidentiality of 
your responses is assured and anonymity is guaranteed as results will be presented in 
grouped data form.  
 
Thank you for your time.  
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
Researcher 
 
Section A- Kindly rate the Importance of the following factors as it relates to sustainability 
reporting 
(Each of these factors may be able to influence sustainability reporting. But you can tell us 
the extent to which they are important in influencing sustainability reporting on a scale of 1 
to 4). EI- Extremely Important, I-Important, SI- Slightly Important, NI-Not Important  
S/No. Statements EI I SI NI 
1 Initiation from Chief Executive Officer of organization     
2 Pressure from the Board of Directors     
3 Employee Training on sustainability reporting by business organizations     
4 Professional Accounting Association Training of Accounting 
Professionals  
    
5 Professional Accounting Firms Training of Accounting Professionals     
6 Investors’ concern with long-term performance of the business 
organization 
    
7 Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) Code of Corporate 
Governance 
    
8 Central Bank of Nigeria (CBN) Sustainability Banking Principles     
9 Successful Industry Leaders’ engaging in sustainability reporting     
10 Consumers’ interest in sustainable products and services of an 
organization 
    
11 Revenue base of a business organization     
12 Total asset base of a business organization     
13 Foreign lenders’ emphasis on approving loans on the basis of 
sustainability performance  
    
14 Local lenders’ emphasis on approving loans  on the basis of sustainability 
performance 
    
15 Presence of a business organization in a foreign country     
16 Corporate membership of external governance bodies such as United 
Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), global oil and gas industry 
association for environmental and social issues (IPIECA), and United 
Nations Global Compact (UNGC) 
    
17 Human resources on sustainability      
18 Employees’ attitude towards sustainability reporting     
19 Accounting firms’ Provision of Assurance Services on sustainability 
reporting to organizations 
    
20 Use of assurance services on sustainability reporting by business 
organizations 
    
21 Rating of business organizations on the basis of sustainability 
performance 
    
22 Awards given to business organizations for sustainability performance     
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Section B - Kindly note that SA-Strongly Agree, A- Agree, D-Disagree, SD- 
Strongly Disagree 
S/No. Statements SA A D SD 
1 The Chief Executive Officer of my organization initiates 
sustainability reporting  
    
2 The Board of Directors of my organization pressures this 
organization to engage in sustainability reporting 
    
3 Employees in this organization are trained on sustainability 
reporting  
    
4 Accounting professionals in this organization subscribe to 
training on sustainability reporting by Professional Accounting 
Associations in Nigeria  
    
5 Accounting professionals in this organization subscribe to 
training on sustainability reporting by Professional Accounting 
Firms in Nigeria 
    
6 The investors in this organization are concerned with long-term 
performance  
    
7 This organization is guided by the Securities and Exchange 
Commission (SEC) Code of Corporate Governance guidelines 
for sustainability reporting  
    
8 This organization is guided by the Central Bank of Nigeria 
(CBN) Sustainability Banking Principles on sustainability 
reporting  
    
9 This organization looks up to Successful Industry Leaders’ 
sustainability reporting  
    
10 The Consumers of the products and services of this 
organization are interested in sustainable products and services 
    
11 The revenue base of this organization is high      
12 The total asset base of this organization is high     
13 Foreign lenders emphasize on approving loans on the basis of 
sustainability performance of an organization 
    
14 Local lenders emphasize on approving loans  on the basis of 
sustainability performance of an organization 
    
15 This organization has presence abroad and this influences her 
sustainability reporting 
    
16 This organization is a corporate member of external 
governance bodies such as United Nations Environment 
Programme (UNEP), global oil and gas industry association for 
environmental and social issues (IPIECA), and United Nations 
Global Compact (UNGC) 
    
17 There are sustainability officers in this organization     
18 Employees’ attitude towards sustainability reporting is 
encouraging 
    
19 Accounting firms provide assurance services on sustainability 
reporting to this organization 
    
20 This organization uses assurance services on sustainability 
reporting provided by accounting firms 
    
21 This organization is rated by external parties on the basis of 
sustainability performance 
    
22 This organization has received awards on the basis of 
sustainability performance 
    
 
 
 
 
 
 
285 
 
Section C 
1. How would you rate the Extent/Level of Sustainability Reporting of your 
organization? High ( ) Medium ( )  Low( ) 
2. Which industry does your organization belong to? Banking ( ) Oil and 
Gas ( ) Consumer Goods ( ) Industrial Goods ( )  Others ( ) 
3. Which Department do you belong to in your organization? Investor Relations 
( ) Corporate Communications ( )  Compliance ( ) Finance ( ) Risk 
Management ( ) Others ( ) 
4. What is your Highest Academic Qualification: HND ( ) BA/BSc. ( ) MBA () 
M Sc () Ph.D ( ) 
5. Professional Qualification: ICAN ( ) ANAN ( ) ACCA ( )         CISA ( )  
Others ( ) 
6. How many years have you spent  in the organization: Less than 1 year ( ) 1 
to 3 years ( ) 4 to 6 years ( ) 7 to 10 years ( )  Above 10 years ( ) 
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Appendix IIIa: List of Companies in the Population as at 2015 
Access Bank Plc DN Tyre & Rubber 
Plc 
Berger Paints Plc Austin Laz & 
Company Plc 
Diamond Bank 
Plc 
Flour Mills Nigeria 
Plc  
Beta Glass Plc Avon Crowncaps & 
Containers 
Eco Transnational 
Inc. 
Golden Guinea 
Breweries Plc 
Cap Plc Cement Company of 
Northern Nigeria Plc 
FBN Holdings Plc Guinness Nigeria 
Plc 
Cutix Plc Meyer Plc 
FCMB Group Plc Honeywell Flour 
Mill Plc 
Dangote Cement 
Plc 
Paints and Coatings 
Manufactures Plc 
Fidelity Bank Plc International 
Breweries Plc 
DN Meyer Plc Premier Paints Plc 
Guaranty Trust 
Bank Plc 
McNichols Plc First Aluminum 
Nigeria Plc 
Anino International 
Plc 
Skye Bank Plc Multi-Trex 
Integrated Foods 
Plc 
Greif Nigeria Plc Capital Oil Plc 
Stanbic IBTC 
Holdings Plc 
Northern Nigeria 
Flour Mills Plc 
Lafarge Africa Plc Japaul Oil & Maritime 
Services Plc 
Sterling Bank Plc NASCON Allied 
Industries Plc 
Portland Paints & 
Products Nigeria 
Plc 
Seplat Petroleum 
Development 
Company 
Union Bank 
Nigeria Plc 
Nestle Nigeria Plc BECO Petroleum 
Product Plc 
AG Leventis Plc 
United Bank for 
Africa Plc 
Nigerian Breweries 
Plc  
Conoil Plc C & I Leasing  
Unity Bank Plc Nigerian 
Enamelware Plc 
Eterna Plc Chellarams 
WEMA Bank Plc PZ Cussons Nigeria 
Plc 
Forte Oil Plc Ellah Lakes 
Zenith 
International Bank 
Plc 
UTC Nigeria Plc Mobil Oil Nigeria 
Plc 
Morison Industries 
7-UP Bottling 
company Plc 
Unilever Nigeria 
Plc 
MRS Oil Nigeria 
Plc 
Multiverse 
Cadbury Nigeria 
Plc 
Union Dicon Salt 
Plc 
Oando Plc Thomas Wyatt 
Nigeria 
Champion 
Breweries Plc 
Vitafoam Nigeria 
Plc 
Ray Unity 
Petroleum Plc 
Presco 
Dangote Flour 
Mills Plc 
Vonofoam Plc Total Nigeria Plc Aluminium Extrusion 
Industries 
Dangote Sugar 
Refinery Plc 
Ashaka Cement 
Company Plc 
African Paints 
Nigeria Plc 
B.O.C Gases Nigeria 
Source: Directory of the Nigerian Stock Exchange (2015) 
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Appendix IIIb: List of Companies Sampled  
Access Bank Plc Flour Mills Nigeria Plc  
 
DN Meyer Plc 
Diamond Bank Plc Guiness Nig Plc First Aluminium Nig Plc 
Eco Transnational Inc. Honeywell Flour Mill Plc Greif Nigeria Plc 
FBN Holdings Plc International Breweries 
Plc 
Lafarge Africa Plc 
FCMB Group Plc Mcnichols Plc Portland Paints & 
Products Nig. Plc 
Fidelity Bank Plc N.Nig Flour Mills Plc BECO Petroleum Product 
Plc 
Guaranty Trust Bank Plc National Salt Co. Nig Plc Conoil Plc 
Stanbic IBTC Holdings 
Plc 
Nestle Nigeria Plc Eterna Plc 
Sterling Bank Plc Nigerian Breweries Plc Forte Oil Plc 
Union Bank Nigeria Plc PZ Cussons Nigeria Plc Mobil Oil Nig Plc 
United Bank for Africa 
Plc 
UTC Nigeria Plc MRS Oil Nig Plc 
Unity Bank Plc Unilever Nigeria Plc Oando Plc 
WEMA Bank Plc Union Dicon Salt Plc Ray Unity Pet. Plc 
Zenith International Bank 
Plc 
Vitafoam Nigeria Plc Total Nig Plc 
7-UP Bottling company 
Plc 
Ashaka cement company 
plc 
 
Cadbury Nigeria Plc Berger Paints Plc  
Champion Breweries Plc Beta Glass Plc  
Dangote Flour Mills Plc Cap Plc  
Dangote Sugar Refinery 
Plc 
Cutix Plc  
DN Tyre & Rubber Plc Dangote Cement Plc  
Source: Directory of the Nigerian Stock Exchange (2015) 
